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National Conservation Council
General Meeting
(GAB 2024, 21 July 2021, 2pm)

AGENDA
1. Call to Order
a. Attendees, Apologies, Quorum
b. Declaration of Interests
i. Register of Interests
2. Confirmation of Minutes of 19 August 2020 (WP-01)
3. Updates From Previous Meetings
a. Marine Parks Enhancement completed - National Conservation (Marine Parks) Regulations, 2021
b. Gamebirds seasons changed - National Conservation (General) (Amendment) Regulations, 2021
4. Ratification of Decisions
a. WP-02a Hotel Indigo
b. WP-02b Cayman Sands (February 2021)
c. WP-02c Cayman Sands (June 2021)
d. WP-02d Del Mare Breakwater
e. WP-02e Dart Canal Village PAD
f. WP-02f Aster PAD
g. WP-02g Trio Hotel
h. WP-02h Swift’s Breakwater
i. WP-02 i Health City Camana Bay
j. WP-03 s41 Delegation
k. WP-04 Turtle Beach CCTV
5. New Matters
a. WP-05 Annual Report 2020
6. Next Meeting
a. 6 October, Govt. Administration Building Rm 2024, 2pm
b. 24 November, Govt. Administration Building Rm 2024, 2pm
7. Any Other Business
8. Adjournment

2021-07-21 NCC Agenda v2
9. Attendance Appendix

Council Member

21 July 2021

Representation

McFarlane Conolly
Jessica Harvey
Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie
Edward Chisholm
Pierre M. Foster
Harrison A. Bothwell
Annick Jackman
Patricia Bradley
Stuart Mailer
Adrian Estwick
Haroon Pandohie
Marco Whittaker
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin

Chairperson; East End
George Town; Marine & Terrestrial Affairs
West Bay; Sustainable Development & Climate Change
North Side
Bodden Town
Sister Islands
National Trust for the Cayman Islands (Executive Director)
Avifauna & Biodiversity
Sustainable Development
Director of Agriculture
Director of Planning
Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Director of Environment
DoE Deputy, Research

John Bothwell

Secretary
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National Conservation Council
General Meeting
19 August 2020, 2pm,
via Zoom: 875 4801 1691

MINUTES
1. Call to Order
a. A quorum being present (see appendix) the meeting was called to order at 2:22pm.
b. The Chairman welcomed everyone and noted that the public and press were able to
view the meeting on Zoom, and that it was also being broadcast live via YouTube.
c. The Chairman noted the expiry of certain members’ tenure and thanked them for their
service.
d. No interests were declared.
2. WP-01 Confirmation of Minutes of 4 December 2019
a. Council reviewed the minutes. No changes were made.
b. A motion was made to adopt the Minutes (moved by Patricia Bradley, seconded by Lisa
Hurlston-McKenzie). The motion passed without objection.
3. Matters Arising From Previous Meeting
a. WP-14 Interim Directive designating Critical Habitat for turtle nesting
1. On behalf of the Department of Environment (DoE) Director Gina
Ebanks-Petrie briefed Council on the background to the motion,
including examples where development control recommendations were
not included in development approval and turtle nests were impacted
or placed at risk (requiring physical intervention to protect the eggs, a
sub-optimal approach).
2. Gina Ebanks-Petrie proposed the motion, seconded by Patricia Bradley.
3. Council considered the Motion.
4. Council voted and approved the motion 5:0.
a. In Favour: Lisa, Patricia, Tim, Fred, Pedro
b. Abstain: Colleen, Gina, Chairman
c. Opposed: None
b. WP-02 Ratification of Mangrove Conservation Plan Entry Into Force
1. On behalf of the Department of Environment Director Gina EbanksPetrie presented the background to the Plan and moved the Motion,
seconded by Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie.
2. Council considered the motion.
3. Council voted and approved the motion 5:0.
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a. In Favour: Patricia, Lisa, Tim, Pedro, Gina
b. Abstain: Colleen, Fred, Chairman
c. Opposed: 0
c. WP-16 Meagre Bay Pond Management Plan Consultation Report
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Fred Burton presented the
background to the Plan and then the consultation report.
1. Noted that the issue of ‘fair market value’ for land purchase in the area
is for Lands & Survey and the landowners, not the Management Plan.
2. Drew attention to the 5 minor changes made to the Plan based on
public feedback.
3. Put the motion for the Plan to go to Cabinet, which was seconded by
Patricia Bradley.
a. That the amended Management Plan for Meagre Bay Pond be
confirmed by the National Conservation Council and put
forward to Cabinet, with the Consultation Report, with a
recommendation for its approval.
ii. Council considered the Plan, with the 5 minor changes as outlined, and the
Report.
iii. Considering the proposed changes to be minor the Council voted and approved
the motion 4:0.
1. Support submitting to Cabinet: Lisa, Tim, Gina, Pedro
2. Abstain: Colleen, Fred, Chairman
3. Opposed: 0
d. Little Cayman Cat Cull
i. Department of Environment Director Gina Ebanks-Petrie presented the
conservation needs for a cull of feral cats, particularly on Little Cayman but also
on Cayman Brac and Grand Cayman. She then presented the background to the
offer to settle the Judicial Review of the previous decision by the Departments
of Agriculture and Environment to undertake the Little Cayman Cat Cull. The
Director also recapped the Council’s agreement, pending ratification, to
financially support the offer to settle.
ii. Director Gina Ebanks-Petrie moved the motion to ratify the ultimately unused
authorisation for funds. The motion would also allow up to $5,000 from the
Environmental Protection Fund to be used for a future such settlement, if such a
settlement is reached. This was seconded by Fred Burton.
iii. Council considered the motion and approved it 5:0.
1. Supporting: Lisa, Patricia, Pedro, Tim, Gina
2. Abstain: Colleen, Fred, Chairman
3. Opposed: 0
4. Reports
a. WP-04 DoE Consultations & Licencing Report
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Director Gina Ebanks-Petrie
presented the report.
ii. Council noted the report.
b. Public Education & Outreach
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i. WP-05 Transitioning to a Greener Economy
1. Council noted the letter from the Council and the Department of
Environment encouraging the Cayman Islands to seize the moment to
transition to a greener economy.
2. Council noted it had been submitted to the Governor, Premier, all
Cabinet Ministers and their Chief Officers, the Deputy Governor and the
Cabinet Office. The letter was then subsequently published on the DoE
and Council websites and publicised in DoE social media posts.
3. The proposals were generally well received by the public and used by
other groups looking at Cayman’s socioeconomic recovery.
4. DoE will continue engaging in Public Education and Outreach (PEO) on
the Council’s behalf promoting the content of the report and
encouraging buy-in by other partners.
ii. National Economic Reopening Planning
1. The Department and Council met with Paul Byles, who was engaged by
the Ministry of Tourism, regarding sustainable tourism
recommendations in the Green Economy Transition letter, among other
issues.
2. The Green Economy Transition proposition has been recommended by a
Council member to other national recovery (sub) committees. Climate
change adaptation issues are (hopefully) being picked up by recovery
(sub)committees and could be expanded in social media and other
public education outreach. It is hoped that the Minister of Commerce
would soon announce if any of the recommendations may be engaged
in as part of wider Government initiatives.
c. Climate Change
i. No Report
d. Environmental Assessment Boards (previously empanelled by Council)
i. ISWMS (Integrated Solid Waste Management System) – No activity – waiting to
hear from project team when Terms of Reference (TOR) are ready to go to
public, as well as the remediation report. TOR are just for the new ISWMS
facility. The remediation is being addressed through a Risk Assessment, with
options report.
ii. EW Arterial – EAB met with NRA on TOR for consultants to apply for the job of
doing the EIA.
5. New Matters
a. WP-06 Annual Report 2019
i. Council noted the Annual Report, and that it had been sent to the Minister for
onward transmission to the Legislative Assembly.
b. WP-07 Crownbeard Consultation Report
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Fred Burton presented the
proposed conservation plan, and the report of the recently completed
consultation on the Plan.
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ii. Fred Burton moved the motion to accept the consultation report and
recommend the Crownbeard Conservation Plan to Cabinet for their
consideration (along with consultation report). The Motion was seconded by
Patricia Bradley.
1. It was noted that there is a 60 day time period once the Motion is
forwarded to Cabinet for the Cabinet to consider the Report and
respond to the Council before the Plan comes into effect under the Law.
iii. Council considered and approved the Motion 4:0. The National Trust
representative, Nadia Hardie, offered their support for the motion as an ad hoc
(non-voting due to expiry of Council appointment) member of the meeting.
1. In Favour: Lisa, Gina, Tim, Pedro
2. Abstain: Colleen, Fred
3. Opposed: 0
c. WP-08 Ratification of Wyndham Groyne Screening Opinion
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Director Gina Ebanks-Petrie
presented the background on the coastal works application, the Department’s
review, and opinion that there was no need for an EIA. She moved a motion to
ratify the screening opinion, which was seconded by Timothy Austin.
1. Council considered the motion. The National Trust representative,
Nadia Hardie, offered their support for the motion as an ad hoc (nonvoting due to expiry of Council appointment) member of the meeting.
Council approved the motion 5:0.
a. In Favour: Lisa, Patricia, Pedro, Tim, Fred
b. Abstain: Gina, Colleen
c. Opposed: 0
d. WP-09 Aegiphila Consultation Initiation
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Fred Burton presented the
proposal to initiate consultation on the draft conservation plan for Aegiphilia
caymanensis.
ii. The great rarity of the plant was noted. It is probably the most endangered
Cayman endemic (only 2 plants were known when the plan was drafted), and
possibly the least understood and studied. For these reasons the Department
prioritised this species for the drafting of a conservation plan.
iii. Subsequently members of the public have reported Aegiphilia from two more,
geographically distributed, areas. So the draft plan will be updated with this
information before consultation.
iv. The conservation challenges and the responses within the draft Plan were
outlined, including producing permits for landowners where the plants are
naturally found. Movement of the plants is generally not a realistic option.
Propagation has not yet been successful. Habitat protection will be needed, but
will be complicated by the individualized nature of the plants (so critical habitat
is not a viable protection measure at this time). Plants are too rare to allow
handling, even attempts to propagate, without oversight. The Plan includes
publicizing the plant in the hopes of finding more specimens in the wild or in
cultivation, and then issuing permits to the owners as a way of recording and
recognizing their plants while protecting the individual specimens from future

2020-08-19 NCC GM Minutes v2.1
accidental destruction. Monitoring, research, and local propagation are needed,
including collaborative work with local and international experts
If absolutely necessary transfer of the plants to protective management will be
attempted but only where in situ conservation is failing. No export of live plants
is likely to be allowed, not even from Grand Cayman to the Sister Islands, with
the possible exception of international (ex situ) seed banking which may be
carried out as part of conservation action administered under the Conservation
Plan.
v. It was noted that given the extremely endangered nature of the species no
realistic criteria for down-listing can be posited at this time.
vi. The motion to initiate consultation on the draft conservation plan for Aegiphilia
caymanensis was moved by Fred Burton and seconded by Lisa HurlstonMcKenzie.
vii. Council considered the motion. The National Trust representative, Nadia Hardie,
offered their support for the motion as an ad hoc (non-voting due to expiry of
Council appointment) member of the meeting. Council approved the motion
4:0.
1. In Favour: Pedro, Gina, Tim, Gina
2. Abstain: Colleen, Fred, Chairman
3. Opposed: 0
e. WP-10 Savannah Connector Ratification
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Director Gina Ebanks-Petrie
presented the proposal for ratification. Council noted the EAB update regarding
the E/W Arterial. Council noted the background to the proposal. Particularly
that the proposed route is on man-modified land and aligns as closely as
possible with current development.
ii. Council notes to the NRA the need for an engineering design that would not
flood adjoining residential areas, as well as minimise environmental impacts.
iii. The motion to ratify the screening opinion on the Savannah Connector road was
moved by Gina Ebanks-Petrie and seconded by Fred Burton.
iv. Council considered the motion. The National Trust representative, Nadia Hardie,
offered their support for the motion as an ad hoc (non-voting due to expiry of
Council appointment) member of the meeting. Council approved the motion
4:0.
1. In Favour: Lisa, Tim, Pedro, Fred
2. Abstain: Colleen, Gina, Chairman
3. Opposed: 0
f.

WP-11 Ratification of Westin Screening Opinions
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Director Gina Ebanks-Petrie
presented the background of the applications and screening opinions.
Particularly the proposed works and their possible impacts.
ii. Council noted the screening opinions.
iii. The motion to ratify the screening opinions was moved by Gina Ebanks-Petrie
and seconded by Patricia Bradley.
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1. That the proposed development as reviewed does not need an
Environmental Impact Assessment, provided that sufficient additional
information is provided upon which the Central Planning Authority may
make a fully informed decision regarding the planning development
application.
2. This amended the draft motion to correct that it is a Planning (Central
Planning Authority) not Coastal Works (Cabinet) decision.
iv. Council considered the motion.
1. The National Trust representative, Nadia Hardie, offered their support
for the motion as an ad hoc (non-voting due to expiry of Council
appointment) member of the meeting.
2. Council stressed the need expressed in the screening opinions for
additional studies and the uptake of the mitigating recommendations,
though a full EIA is not needed for the proposed works.
v. Council passed the motion 3:0
1. In Favour: Tim, Pedro, Fred
2. Abstain: Colleen, Gina, Chairman
3. Opposed: 0
vi. Council inquired regarding the uptake of the additional studies recommended in
the screening opinions.
1. DoE is unaware of the status of the recommendations
2. Planning is unaware of the status of the recommendations but the
application has not yet been heard by the CPA. The Planning review of
the application is still ongoing, which includes consultation with the
applicant regarding comments received, and there has been no
response from the applicant regarding the Council’s specific comments.
g. WP-12 Turtle Camera EPF Ratification.pdf
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Deputy Director Tim Austin
presented the background to the proposal and moved the motion for
ratification, seconded by Fred Burton.
ii. Council considered the motion and approved it 5:0.
1. The National Trust representative, Nadia Hardie, offered their support
for the motion as an ad hoc (non-voting due to expiry of Council
appointment) member of the meeting.
2. In Favour: Pedro, Fred, Lisa, Patricia, Gina
3. Abstain: Colleen, Tim, Chairman
4. Opposed: 0
h. WP-13 Coral EPF Ratification
i. On behalf of the Department of Environment Deputy Director Tim Austin
presented the background to the proposal and moved the motion for
ratification, seconded by Gina Ebanks-Petrie.
ii. Council considered the motion.
1. There was concern that if further stingray work were needed there
would be no funds available as intended. DoE suggested that if limited
stingray work is needed in 2020 the Department budget could cover it.
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The EPF allocations reset in 2021 if significant stingray, or coral, work
were needed in late 2020 or at any time in 2021.
2. The National Trust representative, Nadia Hardie, offered their support
for the motion as an ad hoc (non-voting due to expiry of Council
appointment) member of the meeting.
iii. Council approved the motion 5:0.
1. In Favour: Pedro, Fred, Lisa, Patricia, Gina
2. Abstain: Colleen, Tim, Chairman
3. Opposed: 0
i.

WP-15 Update of Council Manual
1. The Secretary presented the motion and background, including all
square-bracketed portions as full parts of the proposal, for Council’s
consideration.
2. Council considered the motion. The motion was moved by Lisa HurlstonMcKenzie and seconded by Gina Ebanks-Petrie. The motion was carried
5:0.
a. In Favour: Patricia, Tim, Pedro, Fred, Gina
b. Abstain: Colleen, Chairman
c. Opposed: 0

6. Next Meeting
a. 2 December 2020
i. Council Noted
7. Any Other Business
a. No other business
8. Adjournment
a. There being no other business the Council adjourned at 4:13pm
9. Attendance Appendix

Council Member
McFarlane Conolly
Franklin Thompson
Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie
Dominic Williams
Edward Chisholm
Pedro Lazzari
Nadia Hardie
Patricia Bradley
Fred Burton
Adrian Estwick

19 Aug.
2020

Representation

Chairperson;
East End and Sustainable Development
Appointment Lapsed - West Bay and Marine Conservation
Absent
George Town and Sustainable Development & Climate Change
Present
Appointment Lapsed - Bodden Town
Absent
Absent
Appointment Lapsed North Side
Sister Islands
Present
Appointment Lapsed - National Trust for the Cayman Islands
Present
Present
Avifauna & Biodiversity
Terrestrial Biodiversity
Present
Apologies Director of Agriculture
Present
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Haroon Pandohie
Colleen Stoetzel
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin

Present
Present
Present

Director of Planning
Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Director of Environment
DoE Deputy, Research

John Bothwell
Marco Whittaker
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Present

Secretary
Planning Officer, observing for the Director of Planning

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Director of Planning

YOUR REF: P20-1094

ATTN:

Jessica Peacey

FROM:

Director of Environment

SUBJECT:

Hotel Indigo (DECCO Ltd.)
323,188 sq ft 10-storey Hotel including 282 Guestrooms, a Pool Deck Area,
Three-Meal Restaurant, Retail Spaces, Rooftop Bar, Two Generators
and One Fuel Tank
Block 11B Parcel 94

DATE:

26 February 2021

Under delegated authority from the National Conservation Council (section 3 (13) of the
National Conservation Law, 2013), the Department of Environment offers the following
comments for your consideration.
Given the type of development (i.e. a hotel/resort development), the scale and the location of the
project, the project was screened for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) as outlined in
Schedule 1 of the National Conservation Council’s Directive for EIAs issued under section
3(12)(j) and which has effect under section 43(2)(c) of the National Conservation Law. The
Screening Opinion (enclosed) concluded that the proposed development does not require an
EIA, however environmental implications are addressed in the comments below. This
conclusion was endorsed by the National Conservation Council, as outlined in the enclosed
letter, dated 26 February 2021.
Sea Turtle Nesting
Public Beach and the former Calico Jack’s are located on a sea turtle nesting beach and are
adjacent to the west of the site. This area is not designated as Critical Habitat under the Interim
Directive for the designation of Critical Habitat of Sea Turtles under the 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) and hybrids (2020).
Although the Proposed Development is set back from the coastline, due to the height as a 10
storey building, the Proposed Development may have the potential to impact the turtle nesting
beach. Bright lights on the beach can deter female turtles from nesting and cause baby turtles to
crawl away from the sea, where they often die from dehydration, exhaustion, predators or
vehicles. It is important therefore that any lighting that may directly, indirectly or cumulatively
illuminate the nesting beach be turtle friendly.
We recommend that the applicant avoids directing bright flood or spotlights toward the nesting
beach. At the request of the Cayman Islands Government, the Applicant has installed turtle
friendly lighting at Public Beach, and turtle friendly lighting has been partially installed at the

Kimpton Seafire Resort and therefore we consider it worthwhile to continue turtle friendly
lighting at the Proposed Development.
Socio-economics
Public Beach is most likely the most visited public beach in the Cayman Islands. There are only
four public beaches along Seven Mile Beach: West Bay Public Beach, Cemetery Beach, Public
Beach and Governors Beach. Public Beach is the largest and has the most extensive amenities
with a playground, volleyball court, public facilities and cabanas. Public Beach attracts locals as
well as visitors who are either visiting via cruise ships or who are stayover visitors. It has
extremely important cultural and amenity value to residents and economic value to the country’s
tourism product. However, based on the National Tourism Plan 2019-2023 and the draft
National Planning Framework, it can be reasonably concluded that Public Beach is often
crowded, if not overcrowded.
The Proposed Development will include 282 guestrooms and other ancillary uses over ten
stories, and does not include any direct beach frontage. Some of the structures which formed
part of Calico Jack’s are already situated on Crown property. Figure 1 below outlines the path
proposed for the hotel visitors (pink) and the beach they have been designated (in green, to the
north of Public Beach). The blue outlines the area of Public Beach, which is directly across from
the proposed hotel (purple).

Figure 1. Guests of the hotel (purple) are expected to walk along the pedestrian path
(pink) to their designated beach (green) rather than walking directly across from the
hotel to Public Beach (blue).

It seems unlikely that visitors will use the longer, indirect path to the designated beach area,
rather than the direct path from the hotel over Public Beach. The path is proposed to guide guests
to a designated beach area north of Public Beach, which has an area of approximately 100 linear
feet of beach. Given that the hotel itself (by design) does not have as many amenities of the
resort-style hotels on the island, it is likely that the visitors will see Public Beach as an extension
of the amenities of their hotel. The area of beach is also not formally outlined on the application
plan submissions, and is only shown on a conceptual plan. It is therefore unclear how this area of
beach will be legally bound to a planning permission for the hotel development, and it is
presumed that beach frontage/access will also be required for the residual undeveloped area of
Block 11B Parcel 86.
The resulting effect is that Public Beach will become more crowded and this will have impacts
on locals, cruise ship visitors and stayover tourism. There are likely to be major adverse impacts
on the users of Public Beach. In addition, a shortfall in parking is likely to worsen effects on
Public Beach as visitors to the hotel may park in the Public Beach parking lot or may park
unsafely in the surrounding area.
Furthermore, RB5 The Road Back to 500K Air Arrivals Strategic Tourism Plan, Reassessed
Goal 2 stated “There is significant economic fallout for many small businesses and some larger
ones. The focus will now be on helping tourism enterprises to recover and survive when the
country reopens. It will not be possible to save all businesses, but urgent efforts will be made to
assess and provide support, where feasible. The nature of the support referred to in Item (5) will
be adjusted so that while focus remains on developing some new businesses there will be a
concerted effort to support existing ones.”
Item 5 above refers to “Facilitate and attract development of small and micro tourism-related
businesses, boutique hotels, vacation homes, and other non-traditional accommodations services
in priority sustainable development areas.” The development of the proposed 10-storey would go
against this policy. Approval of this hotel could increase the strain on existing small to medium
local businesses who are trying to weather the fallout in the tourism industry as a result of the
global pandemic.
Conclusions
The Department of Planning is developing a Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area Plan
which the draft National Planning Framework stated would include carrying capacity studies to
determine the potential growth along Seven Mile Beach. Additionally, the draft National
Planning Framework recommends that a hotel needs assessment is carried out to determine the
need for new hotels. We strongly recommend that the SMB Area Plan and the hotel needs
assessment be completed and the results reviewed prior to determining this or any other
application for a hotel in this area.
If the CPA is minded to grant planning permission for this application, to minimize the threat of
artificial lighting on nesting and hatchling sea turtles, we strongly recommend the inclusion of
the below conditions:
1. The applicant shall prepare and submit a plan for review to the Department of

Environment for turtle friendly lighting, which minimises the impacts on sea turtles for

new exterior lighting being proposed. Guidance on developing a lighting plan can be
found in the DoE’s Turtle Friendly Lighting: Technical Advice Note (September 2018)
available from http://doe.ky/marine/turtles/turtle-friendly-lighting/.
2. Lighting shall be installed in accordance with the turtle friendly lighting plan which has
been reviewed and approved by the DoE. The DoE will inspect the exterior beach
lighting for compliance with the approved turtle friendly lighting plan once construction
is complete.
Please do not hesitate to contact the Department should you require further assistance.
Director of Environment
Under Delegated Authority of the National Conservation Council

Johnston, Wendy
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bothwell, John
Friday, February 26, 2021 2:33 PM
Johnston, Wendy
Hotel Indigo EIA Screening Assessment

The National Conservation Council has reviewed the Department of Environment’s review of the Hotel Indigo
proposal. The Council has taken a decision by correspondence (concluded 26 Feb 2021) and concurs with the
Department's assessment and issues the following screening opinion that an Environmental Impact Assessment
is not required of the Hotel Indigo proposal as presented.
The Department shall issue further advice as indicated, under delegated authority from and on behalf of the
Council, to be taken into account when a decision is made by the relevant authority.
John Bothwell
Secretary,
National Conservation Council

1

Screening Opinion for the Proposed Hotel Indigo
22 February 2021
Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) notes that all
activities listed in Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required.
The Proposed Development, Hotel Indigo, is a 10 storey development including 282 guestrooms, three
restaurants, retail spaces and a pool. As the Proposed Development is a hotel development, it was screened to
determine whether an EIA was required. Three potential areas of impact were identified: ecology, transport and
socio-economics.
Although the site is situated landward of the coast, the adjacent beach is a turtle nesting beach. The height of
the building means that the Proposed Development may impact nesting and hatchling turtles. Therefore, we
recommend turtle friendly lighting conditions are included in the planning application. The Applicant has
installed turtle friendly lighting at Public Beach and partially at the Kimpton Seafire Resort to the north, and
therefore turtle friendly lighting at the site would continue the extent of turtle friendly areas.
With respect to socio-economics, both the National Tourism Plan and the draft National Planning Framework
acknowledge that Seven Mile Beach is crowded. Public Beach is likely the most visited public beach in the
Cayman Islands. Public Beach has a very important cultural and economic value. The Proposed Development is
directly landward of Public Beach. The Applicant is proposing to include a beach connector pathway to guide
pedestrians to the area north of the former Calico Jack’s site. This path is indirect, and the most direct path is via
Public Beach. It is highly unlikely that all guests will use the path and the designated beach area. The Proposed
Development will increase the number of people using Public Beach. Whilst a small area of beachfront is
identified in the application (approximately 100 linear feet), there are no safeguards or guarantees that hotel
guests will choose to use this beach. We estimate that there will be major adverse effects on the current users of
Public Beach by the introduction of guests associated with the 282 guestrooms and due to a lack of parking
provision.
However, we do not consider that an EIA is the best vehicle to assess these effects .The Department of Planning
is developing a Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area Plan which in the draft National Planning Framework
was proposed to include carrying capacity studies to determine the potential growth within Seven Mile Beach.
The application should be held in abeyance pending the formulation of the Seven Mile Beach Corridor Area Plan,
which is the appropriate mechanism to plan for major infrastructure projects. At a minimum, the applicant

should be required to commission a hotel needs assessment to document the need for this development in this
part of Grand Cayman.
The Department of Environment is of the opinion that the Proposed Development does not require an EIA.

Introduction
The process for determining whether an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is needed is a statutory process
that is governed by the National Conservation Law (NCL). This first stage, where the relevant authorities decide if
a development is one requiring an EIA (i.e. requires an EIA), is called screening.
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) issued under
section 3(12) (j) and which has effect under section 43(2) (c) of the NCL, notes that all activities listed in Schedule
1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in sections 2 to 3 of Schedule 1 of the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required. The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 1, i.e. a hotel and
resort development.
The screening criteria include:
•

The type and characteristics of a development;

•
•

The location of a development; and
The characteristics of the potential impact.

These screening criteria have been considered with respect to the Proposed Development in order to determine
whether an EIA is required.

The Site
The site is located at Block 11B Parcels 70, 91 and 94, west of the Esterley Tibbetts Bypass and east of Public
Beach. Figure 1 shows the site location. The site has an area of approximately 5 acres and occupies the land to
access road to the Kimpton Seafire and to Public Beach. It does not have any direct beachfront, although there is
a proposed path to run to the north of Public Beach to a designated beach area north of Public Beach, just to the
north of the former Calico Jack’s.
The site is man-modified and of low ecological value. The main parcel for the hotel, Block 11B Parcel 94, was
cleared prior to 1971 as part of the development of Governor’s Harbour and was used as an access road from
West Bay Road, which was then located to the west of the site.
This area of Seven Mile Beach, including the Kimpton Seafire Resort, the former Calico Jack’s and Public Beach
are located on a turtle nesting beach. This area is not designated Critical Habitat for sea turtles under the 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) and hybrids
(2020).

Figure 1. The site of the proposed Hotel Indigo.

Proposed Development
Description of the Proposed Development
The Proposed Development comprises a 10-storey hotel. The Proposed Development includes 282 guestrooms,
a ballroom, two meeting rooms and a board room. There will be three restaurant areas, with a 3-meal
restaurant within the hotel building, a rooftop bar and a pool bar. In terms of amenity, there are some retail
areas, a pool located on the second floor, 19,161 sq ft of amenity space surrounding the pool and 3,852 sq ft of
garden. There is a covered outdoor seating area associated with the rooftop bar. There does not appear to be a
gym or children’s play areas, although the amenity space surrounding the pool is not defined.
The site does not have direct beach frontage, as the Public Beach car park and ancillary structures are located to
the west of the proposed hotel. In order to access the beach, a proposed beach connector path is located to the
north of public beach, to direct hotel guests to the beach north of the former Calico Jack’s building at Block 11B
Parcel 86. At this time, only a pedestrian path is proposed and improvements to Calico Jacks are proposed to be
submitted in 2021 as part of a separate planning application.

Planning History
There is an extensive planning history at the site related to the well-known uses of the site.

Block 11B Parcel 70, which includes beach frontage, is the location of the former Calico Jack’s. Calico Jack’s
operated as a restaurant and bar from 2003 and closed in 2020. There were a number of planning applications in
relation to the restaurant and an unauthorised seawall constructed seaward of the bar/restaurant.
In 2012, the Government of the Cayman Islands, the National Roads Authority and Dart Realty (Cayman) Ltd
entered into an agreement, known as ‘the NRA Agreement’. On 30 May 2016, a Third Amendment to the
Agreement was signed. In this agreement, the site was known as the ‘Remainder Soto Land’ and ‘Remainder
11B37 Lands’. It was agreed to transfer the ownership of these lands to Dart Realty (Cayman) Ltd and Section 17
of this agreement stated:
“Following the transfer to it of the Remainder Soto Land and the Remainder 11B37 Land, Dart Realty (Cayman)
Ltd shall make application to Rezone Remainder Soto Land the Remainder 11B37 Land to hotel/tourism.
Government shall Reasonably Assist DRCL in having the Remainder Soto Land the Remainder 11B37 Land
Rezoned to hotel/tourism.”
The application to rezone was made in June 2019 (RZ19-0001).
The site was used as the Public Beach Construction Compound in 2018 (P18-0054). Part of the NRA Agreement
involved the refurbishment of Public Beach, and turtle friendly lighting was installed.

Characteristics of Potential Impact
The baseline conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Development and any likely significant effects
have been qualitatively assessed for each of the below environmental aspects. Having due regard to air quality,
architectural and archaeological heritage, climate change, flood risk and water quality, ground conditions, noise
and vibrations, visual impact, daylight, sunlight and overshadowing, and transport, there are not considered to
be adverse environmental impacts in this area. With respect to climate change, the proposed development is set
back from the coast and therefore somewhat protected from sea-level rise. However all structures in the
Cayman Islands will be susceptible to an increase in the intensity of storms and more intense but fewer rain
events.1 The plans note that the roof area has been designed for photovoltaic panels, providing a source of
renewable energy and helping to meet the goals of the National Energy Policy.

Ecology
The majority of the site is man-modified. Public Beach and the former Calico Jack’s are located on a sea turtle
nesting beach. Turtles are Schedule 1 Part 1 protected species, which means that they are protected at all times.
This area is not designated as Critical Habitat under the Interim Directive for the designation of Critical Habitat of
Sea Turtles under the 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) and hybrids (2020).
Although the Proposed Development is set back from the coastline, due to the height as a 10 storey building, the
Proposed Development may have the potential to impact the turtle nesting beach. Bright lights on the beach can
deter female turtles from nesting and cause baby turtles to crawl away from the sea, where they often die from
1
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dehydration, exhaustion, predators or vehicles. It is important therefore that any lighting that may directly,
indirectly or cumulatively illuminate the nesting beach be turtle friendly.
We recommend that the applicant avoids directing bright flood or spotlights toward the nesting beach. At the
request of the Cayman Islands Government, the Applicant has installed turtle friendly lighting at Public Beach,
and turtle friendly lighting has been partially installed at the Kimpton Seafire Resort and therefore we consider it
worthwhile to continue turtle friendly lighting at the Proposed Development.
If the CPA is minded to grant planning permission for this application, to minimize the threat of artificial lighting
on nesting and hatchling sea turtles, we strongly recommend the inclusion of the below conditions:
1. The applicant shall prepare and submit a plan for review to the Department of Environment for turtle
friendly lighting, which minimises the impacts on sea turtles for new exterior lighting being proposed.
Guidance on developing a lighting plan can be found in the DoE’s Turtle Friendly Lighting: Technical
Advice Note (September 2018) available from http://doe.ky/marine/turtles/turtle-friendly-lighting/.
2. Lighting shall be installed in accordance with the turtle friendly lighting plan which has been reviewed
and approved by the DoE. The DoE will inspect the exterior beach lighting for compliance with the
approved turtle friendly lighting plan once construction is complete.

Socio-Economics
Socio-economics refers to the analysis of how economic activity affects how societies progress, stagnate or
regress because of their local or regional economy, or the global economy. The two main socio-economic
considerations with the Proposed Development are i) the need for a further 10-storey hotel development,
particularly in the face of great economic uncertainty associated with COVID-19 and, ii) the effects the Proposed
Development will have on the local community using Public Beach.
i)

Need for the development

The negative effects of COVID-19 on the global, regional and local travel industry have been unprecedented.
Given the large number of uncertainties around COVID-19 restrictions and reopening strategy, forecasting future
hotel demand is extremely challenging. The availability of a vaccine that can be quickly and widely administered,
coupled with consumer confidence to travel and reduced infection rates in other countries, is key to tourism
recovery. Recovery of the tourism industry on a whole is likely to be slow and it is difficult to predict the
timescales for recovery of the hotel tourism market in the Cayman Islands. COVID-19 has accelerated the
adoption of digital collaboration tools and reduced the need for face-to-face meetings. This is likely to have longterm business implications for travel demand and need for conference facilities.
Further, the draft National Planning Framework recognises that “the growth of tourism in the Cayman Islands,
particularly the development of large hotels and condos along Seven Mile Beach, can appear to dominate the
streetscape and create a perception that overdevelopment is occurring” (section 12, P.100). Goal 1 of the
Tourism chapter includes the following action items:
•

Ensure that future tourist accommodation is deemed necessary and designed with long term goals in
mind.

•

Applications should be accompanied by a market analysis that illustrates demand for the proposed
development.

The National Tourism Plan (2019-2023) conducted situation analysis which revealed that there is an overreliance
on coastal and marine attractions, which is presenting considerable stress to a few key attractions, such as
Stingray City, Seven Mile Beach and Cayman Turtle Centre. The spatial distribution of impacts from visitation in
Grand Cayman are highly concentrated in the western districts of George Town and West Bay. The districts of
Bodden Town, North Side and East End are receiving lower levels of visitation and hence less pressure on tourist
attractions (Annex A). The Tourism Plan does not include the objective or goal of further hotel development on
the western side of Grand Cayman, instead it notes that the growth in demand for “alternative
accommodations” is an important source of competitive advantage for the Cayman Islands, given the Island’s
significant inventory of vacation homes and condominiums. The Plan notes that the country has an opportunity
to attract visitors looking for unique and distinctive accommodation, with substantial unexploited potential for
the development of small and micro tourism-related businesses, guest houses, boutique hotels and home
sharing accommodation facilities especially in less-visited areas (East End, North Side, Bodden Town, Cayman
Brac, and Little Cayman) (Strategy 2.5).
RB5 The Road Back to 500K Air Arrivals Strategic Tourism Plan, Reassessed Goal 2 states “There is significant
economic fallout for many small businesses and some larger ones. The focus will now be on helping tourism
enterprises to recover and survive when the country reopens. It will not be possible to save all businesses, but
urgent efforts will be made to assess and provide support, where feasible. The nature of the support referred to
in item (5) will be adjusted so that while focus remains on developing some new businesses there will be a
concerted effort to support existing ones.”
Item 5 above refers to “Facilitate and attract development of small and micro tourism-related businesses,
boutique hotels, vacation homes, and other non-traditional accommodations services in priority sustainable
development areas.”
Appendix 3 of RB5 lists potential and approved/incomplete projects likely to come online that could saturate
Grand Cayman’s accommodation market at a time when there will be increased competition between
destinations and on-island as tourism recovers.
Against this background, it is premature at this time to permit a further hotel development along the Seven Mile
Beach corridor, which currently has many other hotels which are under-occupied and in financial distress, with
no firm guarantees regarding the speed at which the tourism economy will recover. Furthermore, Item 5 as
detailed above refers to the need to support boutique hotels, vacation homes, and non-traditional
accommodation services, and the approval of a further 10 storey hotel goes against this policy. The application
should be held in abeyance pending the formulation of the Seven Mile Beach Corridor Area Plan, which is the
appropriate mechanism to plan for major infrastructure projects. At a minimum, the applicant should be
required to commission a hotel needs assessment to document the need for this development in this part of
Grand Cayman.

ii)

Impact on Public Beach

Public Beach is most likely the most visited public beach in the Cayman Islands. There are only four public
beaches along Seven Mile Beach: West Bay Public Beach, Cemetery Beach, Public Beach and Governors Beach.
Public Beach is the largest and has the most extensive amenities with a playground, volleyball court, public
facilities, and cabanas which are available for rent. Public Beach attracts locals as well as visitors who are either
visiting via cruise ships or who are stayover visitors. It has extremely important cultural and amenity value to
residents and economic value to our tourism product.
The National Tourism Plan 2019-2023 states that Seven Mile Beach public access areas experience massive
overcrowding when cruise ships arrive and impact the overall visitor experience. Visitor satisfaction in Grand
Cayman was surveyed and the National Tourism Plan states, “10 percent of visitors mentioned how crowded
Seven Mile Beach can be in their reviews and another 3% mentioned unmanaged vendors. It is estimated that
Seven Mile Beach received over 1 million visitors a year, so these percentages become quite significant given its
status as one of the main attractions for the destination.”
In addition, it states, “Public beach management was identified as a critical objective by public and private sector
stakeholders alike. While some progress has already been made, additional efforts are needed to improve the
visitor experience, for both residents and visitors, and promote the development of public beaches as important
tourist attractions and drivers of visitor spending throughout the islands.”
The draft National Planning Framework states, “Significant growth along the Seven Mile Beach corridor has led to
the development of a number of tall buildings while increasing traffic on the main route through the area - West
Bay Road - has led to the construction of a parallel highway; the Esterley Tibbetts Highway. It is important
therefore that the future land-use and infrastructure for Seven Mile Beach is properly planned, for both the short
and long-range future. This will help to ensure that Seven Mile Beach remains an attractive place for both visitors
and residents.”
Section 5.1, Goal 1 of the draft National Planning Framework states that to achieve the objective of properly
planned land-use and infrastructure in the Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor one of the action items is to carry
out a capacity modelling exercise to determine potential growth within Seven Mile Beach, based on current and
alternative land use zoning. The Department of Planning is preparing a Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area
Plan which is designed to provide the proper planning tools to ensure that the Seven Mile Beach Tourism
Corridor remains vibrant both socially and economically.
Therefore, it can reasonably be concluded that Public Beach is crowded, if not overcrowded.
The Proposed Development will include 282 guestrooms and other ancillary uses over ten stories, and does not
include any direct beach frontage. The Applicant has provided a cover letter which outlines their opinion of hotel
guest beach access and use without impacting public beach, which states:
“Parcel 11B 70 extends to the sea and includes the entrance road to Calico Jack’s bar and restaurant. A dedicated
pedestrian path will be inserted along the northern edge of the entrance road to connect hotel guests with the
restaurant and beach. A separate Planning Application for improvements to Calico Jack’s is planned for
submission in the first half of 2021, which will include improvements to its parking area. The entrance road to
Calico Jack’s will provide dedicated access to the restaurant for both its visitors and service vehicles. The access
road will also serve Public Beach emergency vehicles ensuring first responders can access the beach area.

Therefore, Hotel guests will have the benefit of a dedicated pathway north of the existing Calico Jacks Entry Road
to access the beach and will not be infringing in any way on Public Beach or using any public pathways or
infrastructure.”
Some of the structures which formed part of Calico Jack’s are already situated on Crown property.
Figure 2 below outlines the path proposed for these visitors.

Figure 2. The pedestrian routes (in pink) which are proposed to provide access for the visitors at the Proposed
Development. (Taken from the Applicant’s IDF Planning Submission Appendix).
No further detail on mitigation measures is provided.
As can be seen from Figure 2, above and Figure 3, below, pedestrians are expected to exit the hotel from the
southern part of the site, walk along the path to the north, and then cross the road onto the proposed beach
connector path. It seems highly unlikely that all hotel guests will chose a longer, less direct path to the beach
than one straight from the entrance via Public Beach. The hotel tower has been positioned in the south part of
the site meaning that the more direct path from the hotel is over Public Beach. There could have been a direct
path from the hotel tower to the beach, if the hotel tower had been located in the northern part of the site,
however instead the applicant has proposed parking in this area.
The path is proposed to guide guests to a designated beach area north of Public Beach, which has an area of
approximately 100 linear feet of beach. Given that the hotel itself (by design) does not have as many amenities
of the resort-style hotels on the island, it is likely that the visitors will see Public Beach as an extension of the
amenities of their hotel. The area beach is also not formally outlined on the application plan submissions, and is
only shown on a conceptual plan. It is therefore unclear how this area of beach will be legally bound to a
planning permission for the hotel development, and it is presumed that beach frontage/access will also be
required for the residual undeveloped area of Block 11B Parcel 86.
The resulting effect is that Public Beach will become more crowded and this will have impacts on locals, cruise
ship visitors and stayover tourism. There are likely to be major adverse impacts on the users of Public Beach.

Figure 3. Guests staying at the hotel (purple) are proposed to walk along the pedestrian path (pink) to the small
designated beach area (yellow) which is a less direct route than straight west to Public Beach (blue).

Transport
The Proposed Development appears to have a shortfall of 66 parking spaces. There are many hotels along Seven
Mile Beach which have issues related to parking, due to lack of parking provision and undesirable parking along
the road. The Kimpton Seafire Resort to the north also sometimes reaches capacity with respect to parking and
takes steps to prevent their guests from parking on nearby residential roads. In addition, the Public Beach also
often reaches or exceeds parking capacity. The proposed hotel contains a ballroom which has a provision of only
48 spaces, which would likely be exceeded if any special events or conferences were held.
With a shortfall, it is likely to worsen effects on Public Beach as visitors to the hotel may park in the Public Beach
parking lot or may park unsafely in the surrounding area.
However, we do not believe an EIA is the most appropriate vehicle to assess these planning-related effects. The
Planning Department is already preparing a Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area Plan which is proposed to
determine potential growth within Seven Mile Beach.

Cumulative Effects
Ten storey buildings along Seven Mile Beach are becoming more and more common and the nature of Seven
Mile Beach is changing. The proposed development will be visually prominent and with future cumulative
development, there will also be visual amenity effects, as the view of Seven Mile Beach from the beach, from the

water and from West Bay Road will change from low-rise to high-rise. This should be considered as part of the
Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area Plan.

Conclusions
The Proposed Development does not require an EIA. There are predicted to be major adverse effects on Public
Beach as a result of introducing another major hotel into the area without beach frontage and with minimal
internal amenities. However, an EIA is not considered the most appropriate vehicle to assess these effects. The
Department of Planning is developing a Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area Plan which the draft National
Planning Framework stated would include carrying capacity studies to determine the potential growth within
Seven Mile Beach. In addition, we recommend that a hotel needs assessment is carried out to determine the
need for hotels in this area. We strongly recommend that this study is completed and the results are reviewed
prior to determining this planning application.
In addition, we recommend turtle friendly lighting conditions.
After considering the Screening Opinion detailed above, the NCC is required to issue its decision to the
originating entity on the requirement for an EIA, pursuant to Section 43 (1).

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Department of Planning

YOUR REF: P20-1121

ATTN:

Jessica Peacey

FROM:

Director of Environment

SUBJECT:

Cayman Property Investments Ltd
1,448 sq ft Two/Three-Storey Two Bedroom House, 5 ft High Sea Wall Block
Block 5B Parcel 162

DATE: 16 April 2021

Under delegated authority from the National Conservation Council (section 3 (13) of the National
Conservation Law, 2013), the Department of Environment offers the following comments for your
consideration.
Revised Plans Dated 16 April 2021
The Applicant has submitted revised plans which address some of the discrepancies outlined below. The
plans now show a coastal setback of between 25 feet 0.5 inches and 27 feet 7.5 inches, and show the
proposed parking space within the site rather than encroaching into the public road. The remainder of
our comments remain applicable. A photo of the site from March 2021 has been added to Appendix 1.
Meeting with the Applicant
The applicant met with the Department of Environment on 17 November 2020 to discuss remediation
works to the seawall. It was agreed by all that the existing structure is failing and has lost structural
integrity. Although development of the property was mentioned by the Applicant in passing, it was not
the subject of the conversation and the plans for this development were not presented by the Applicant.
The focus of the conversation was on repairing the existing structure. The Department advised that the
current structure has caused erosion and will continue to cause erosion of the beach if the remediation
works keep the current size and shape of the structure. The Department reiterated its position that the
seawall had been built too close to the sea on the active beach and that the Department does not support
development positioned so close to the sea. The Department advised that in order to attempt to reduce
the negative impacts that the seawall is having, the applicant could consider using design techniques
such as a curved or stepped seawall to help dissipate wave energy, and that the square structure of the
seawall is a particular problem. We also advised that the hard corner of the seawall is a particularly poor
layout in terms of erosion and vulnerability. We encouraged the Applicant to curve the seawall along the
shoreline to redirect or dissipate more energy from the waves, thereby reducing the negative effects the
seawall is causing. The Applicant has not made any modifications to their proposals for remediation of
the seawall following this meeting and the application is also seeking permission for a two/three storey
residential development on the site. The existing structure is a one storey gazebo, and the applicant is
proposing to have a two storey home with a third storey comprising a covered roof terrace.
Site Context

1

The site is located on the south side of Boggy Sand Road, directly east of a Crown-owned parcel of land,
which has a landward border comprising a sheet-piled seawall constructed by the National Roads
Authority in 2005. The site is adjacent to the Seven Mile Beach Marine Park, which is a Marine
Protected Area under the National Conservation Law (2013).
The site is not located on a current turtle nesting beach, albeit historically when the beach was present in
this location it would have likely supported turtle nesting activity. The presence of built development
and seawalls on the active beach has contributed to significant erosion in this area. There is a turtle
nesting beach to the west and Critical Habitat to the east, as shown in Figure 1. Critical Habitat is
defined in the 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) and hybrids (2020).

Figure 1: The site (blue), along with the presence of seawalls at properties to the east, has resulted in an
area with no sea turtle nesting due to the lack of a beach. There is critical habitat (red) to the east and
nesting habitat (yellow) to the west.
Accuracy of Application Submission
In order to assess the application, we attempted to overlay the site plans on aerial photography.
However, the dimensions stated on the site plans appear to be inaccurate.

2

The licensed survey dated 11 September 2020 indicates that the distance from the survey marker on the
western edge of the property (HH6261NL) to the Mean High Water Mark is 31 feet. Site Plan Sheet No
A101 prepared by the applicant’s architect reports this same distance as 39 feet 5.5 inches. Therefore,
the Site Plan shows a coastal setback which is 8 feet 5.5 inches greater than the licensed survey
submitted with the same planning application. The eastern boundary is similar; the licensed survey
indicates a distance from the survey marker (IP1NL) to the Mean High Water Mark of 31 feet, and Site
Plan Sheet A101 shows a distance of 37 feet 10 inches. Therefore, the architectural plans show a coastal
setback of 6 feet 10 inches greater than the licensed survey along the eastern boundary. It should be
noted that both of these survey markers are located inland of the existing seawall, and so the distance
from the seawall to the Mean High Water Mark is shorter than 31 feet.
The DoE’s georeferenced plans show that the Mean High Water Mark surveyed on 10 October 2020 is
much closer to the development than Site Plan Sheet A101 shows, and that the existing seawall is also
closer to the sea than the application plan shows. Our georeferencing results in a setback of only 21 feet
from the 10 October 2020 Mean High Water Mark survey (see Figure 2). The Development and
Planning Regulations (2020 Revision) Section 6(4) states that the site plan must show the location of the
proposed building, the location of existing buildings on the site and on adjacent land, the front, and the
rear and side setbacks. It should be a given that these dimensions must also be accurate.
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Figure 2: Application site plan & October 2020 MHWM survey geo-referenced on to 2018 aerial
imagery
In addition, as shown in Figure 2, both the georeferenced plans and the Applicant’s Site Plan Sheet
A101 show that parts of the existing development are located within the public roadway, and that the
site is unable to accommodate the single proposed parking space for the development. The plans show
that the proposed parking space is located in the public roadway of Boggy Sand Road rather than within
the Applicant’s site.
There are also a number of inaccuracies in the variance request letter, which accompanies the
application. There are repeated references to an existing house, when there is only an uninhabitable
gazebo located on the property. The letter states that the house will be built 38’-9” from the existing
seawall. This was presumably meant to read 38’-9” from the Mean High Water Mark (which as detailed
above is only 21 feet) as the house is less than 6 feet from the edge of the existing seawall.
4

Inadequate Coastal Setbacks
In terms of setbacks, the Development & Planning Regulations (2020) state that:
“8 (10)(b) in areas where the shoreline is beach or mangrove (except in a Hotel/Tourism
zone), all structures and buildings, including ancillary buildings, walls and structures, shall be
setback a minimum of seventy five feet from the high water mark”;
With regards to high water mark surveys, the Development & Planning Regulations (2020) state that:
“6 (3) Unless exempted by the Authority, an application for planning permission with any
setback adjacent to the sea shall include a Mean High Water Mark survey physically defined
on ground no more than six months prior to the application being submitted, and the survey
plan shall be authenticated by the Department of Lands and Survey”.
The application plans are accompanied by a Mean High Water Mark survey which was completed within
the past six months. However, this is not the survey that the applicant has used to calculate setbacks
from the MHWM on the application plans. The applicant appears to be relying on a survey from 1999 to
calculate setbacks. If the MHWM undertaken in October 2020 is used for the purposes of
calculating setbacks, then the seawall has a setback of approximately 21 feet from the MHWM
and the proposed dwelling has a setback of approximately 27 feet from the MHWM, as shown in
Figure 3.
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Figure 3: October 2020 MWHM survey (dark blue line) geo-referenced on 2018 aerial imagery
The DoE is also concerned about the validity of relying upon a MHWM survey that was conducted
immediately post-Hurricane Delta (survey is dated 10 October 2020). Hurricane Delta deposited
significant volumes of sand in this location, as it passed on 5 October 2020. The beach then experienced
further deposits as Tropical Storm Eta passed in November 2020. Therefore, whilst it may appear that
beach currently exists at this site, having monitored the position of the shoreline, utilising aerial imagery
from 1958 through to 2018, it is evident that the construction of seawalls and development in this area,
has resulted in a trend of sustained erosion, as would be expected when hard infrastructure is built on the
active beach (as we see at the southern end of Seven Mile Beach). Under normal circumstances, the
beach in this location ceases to exist and this has been the case for at least the past 5 years, and it is only
under quite unique storm conditions that sand is deposited on this shoreline. Appendix 1 provides a time
series of photographs of the presence/absence of the beach in this location, which illustrates the dynamic
6

nature of the beach at Boggy Sand Road and how development has impacted the beach. Figure 4 shows
the surveyed position of the shoreline/MHWM at frequent time intervals from 2003 to 2019
(approximately monthly), based on survey data collected by the Department of Lands & Survey. Out of
a total of 62 surveys undertaken in this location between 2003 and 2019, there were only 4 dates when
the beach existed seaward of the October 2020 MHWM. Of these, the October and November 2005
accretion events can be attributed to Hurricane Wilma. The October 2011 accretion may be attributed to
Hurricane Rina. Furthermore, as can be seen from Figure 4, the beach was completely absent for many
of the survey dates (22).

Figure 4: Survey data showing shoreline position/MWHM from 2003 to 2019 on 2018 aerial imagery
The Department has grave concerns about the vulnerability of the proposed development given its
proximity to the sea and associated wave activity/loading and scour. Climate change predictions both
globally and regionally predict an acceleration in sea level rise, with increased intensity of storm and
hurricane activity in the Caribbean. There are absolutely no mitigating circumstances which could
justify a departure from the legally prescribed setbacks in this location and, in our view, it would
be negligent to permit a residential development on this site.

7

Integrity of Existing Structures
The application is accompanied by a report prepared by Reed Consulting Engineers (‘the Engineering
Report’), dated 22 July 2020. The Engineering Report reviews a previous study conducted by AMR,
dated April 2019 and confirms that it agrees with the findings of this previous report. However, AMR’s
report is not included as part of the application package and it unclear what this report was assessing and
its conclusions. With regards to the Engineering Report, we note the following:
1. The Report is predicated on the end use of the site being for a two-storey cabana, not a two/threestorey residential dwelling. The Report does not provide confirmation that the proposed
modifications to the foundations are sufficient to provide structural integrity for a significantly
more vulnerable land-use such as a habitable dwelling.
2. The Report is based on non-intrusive investigations which cause concerns about the full extent of
the structural damage and integrity of the foundations and structures.
3. It is stated that “there seems to be very serious structural integrity issues relating to failure of the
foundations”, which is due to undermining of the foundations from scouring associated with
wave activity (p.6). This wave activity will continue as the location of the seawall will remain
unchanged.
4. Appendix C provides a ‘proposed scope of works for contractor’. The scope states that: “The
following is a very basic and descriptive outline of the proposed scope of works. It is highly
recommended that a suitably qualified registered structural engineer is retained to develop the
proposed design, review the proposed contractor’s methodology, and provide construction
review services during the works” (p. 16)
The Department is concerned that the design evolution is at a preliminary stage and given the location of
the structures on the active beach, the wave loading and scouring that the structure was subject to will
only continue, and likely worsen with climate change impacts e.g. increased storm surge and wave
damage atop sea level rise . In our view, it would be negligent to grant approval for a dwelling on this
property with no comfort that the proposed design will not also result in the same structural failure as the
existing.
Vulnerability of Proposed Development
The Department is of the firm view that the site is not an appropriate location for a two/three-storey
residential dwelling. The Proposed Development will have no setback from the water under normal
conditions, with the potential for occasional sand deposits during high energy wave events from a
southwesterly direction. The site is currently occupied by a gazebo, which is a low vulnerability
receptor. The redevelopment of this property into a habitable structure introduces high vulnerability
receptors into a location with no resilience to the impacts of storms and waves. The property will be
damaged regularly, and likely destroyed under moderate hurricane conditions. Furthermore, changing to
a habitable space will introduce appliances and air conditioning units (and therefore heavy metals and
coolants etc.), as well as general debris, which will enter the Marine Protected Area or be deposited on
the adjacent sea turtle nesting habitat if damage is caused during hurricane events. It is clear from the
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records of previous Central Planning Authority (CPA) meetings that it was considered undesirable to
have a habitable structure here. The CPA Minutes from 26 November 2014 (CPA/28/14; Item 2.2),
where the previous owner was seeking to increase the building height, state: “The Authority considered
the application further and determined that it would adhere to the previous decision as the Authority is
concerned that the creation of the second floor may lead to the cabana being used as a dwelling unit and
the proposed design no longer resembles that of a typical cabana.”
During preparations for a hurricane event, it may be possible to remove items stored in the gazebo and
furniture on the decking, however it will not be possible to empty a two/three-storey house of all loose
and sensitive items.
Impact of Seawalls on the Active Beach
A seawall and cabana were approved at this site in 2009. The purpose of the cabana was to provide an
amenity space for the existing adjacent residence (Block 5B Parcel 151), which is also owned by the
Applicant. These two parcels have historically been linked by remaining in the same ownership. In
relation to this earlier application, the CPA agenda for the meeting on April 29, 2009 states, “The
Department [of Planning] is of the opinion that most seawalls do not only prove to be ineffective in
halting beach erosion, but also are often a source of serious damage to the coastal environment.” These
concerns are shared by the Department of Environment and have proven to be true at this site. Following
development of the seawall at the site, the beach has experienced major erosion and is absent for
sustained periods.
Hard structures such as seawalls on a beach, restrict the natural sand deposition processes. On a natural
undeveloped beach, waves roll up the beach, depositing sand as they lose energy. However, seawalls
interfere with this process. When waves hit a seawall, the energy is directed downwards and sideways.
When the energy is directed downwards, the waves scoop out the sand at the foot of the seawall – called
scour (see Figure 5). The existing seawall has caused scour at the site, as detailed in the Engineering
Report which accompanies the planning application. When the energy is directed sideways, the wave
flanking can remove sand from neighbouring properties. Therefore, this seawall could also be negatively
affecting the beach on adjoining parcels.
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Figure 5. Seawalls cause scour as the energy is reflected by the seawall.
As shown in the photographs included at Appendix 1, the beach fluctuates in this location however, postconstruction of the wall (in 2010) there is no beach at all in front of the seawall at the site. In the July
2012 photo, the seawall already appears tilted, indicating likelihood of future collapse/failure of the
structure.
Construction Impacts
Due to the proximity of the structure to the water, the proposed engineering works and construction of
the proposed development will have adverse impacts on the Marine Protected Area. The Engineering
Report states that pumping and shoring will be required, and there is no location provided for dewatering
of sediment-laden water. The site is too small to facilitate this onsite. Any pumping into the Marine Park
will result in sedimentation and turbidity impacts. In addition, the rate of pumping is likely to be very
high given the depth into the ground water required for the additional foundation, the porosity of the
sand and the proximity to the sea.
While there is currently a beach at the site, there is no way of ensuring the beach will remain during
construction. Aerial photographs of the site over a period in excess of 50 years indicates that it is highly
probable that the beach, and therefore the setback, will shrink between now and the construction period.
10

It does not seem possible to construct such a large development on such a small site without deleterious
impacts on the Marine Park, especially given the negative impacts experienced when the seawall was
constructed. The information provided does not satisfy the Department that the proposed development
would not result in the discharge of dissolved or suspended minerals or solids at levels that may be
harmful to the ecological or aesthetic value of the area.
Sedimentation is one of the biggest potential sources of reef degradation by reducing the amount of light
available for photosynthesis and by increasing sediment load on corals. Corals are all Schedule 1 Part 1
Protected Species, which are protected at all times, and the site is within the Marine Park, and contains
an area of coral reef which has a very high economic value for Cayman’s tourism both directly (diving,
snorkelling) and indirectly (ecosystem services). Excessive sedimentation can affect the complex food
web on the reef by killing not only corals, but also sponges or other organisms which serve as food for
important fish species.1
Our corals are under continuous stress from external sources (e.g. climate change, bleaching events,
Stony Coral Tissue Disease) and adding further local stress could be the tipping point passed which our
corals cannot survive. Given that so many external stressors on corals are beyond the control of the
Cayman Islands Government and statutory bodies (including the Central Planning Authority and the
National Conservation Council), it is even more important that local decisions within Cayman’s control
take a more deliberate consideration of corals and the effect on the marine environment. There is very
little information provided by the applicant on proposed construction methodology, and none which
indicates that the effects on the Marine Park could be mitigated.
Post-construction/Operational Impacts
The Engineering Report confirms that the existing structure is failing. The relentless force of the sea has
destroyed this structure because it has been poorly positioned and poorly designed. Whilst the proposed
remediation works may extend the longevity of this ill-placed structure, the forces acting on the
structures, e.g. wave loading, will persist and the sea will continue to scour and undermine the property.
Based on well-documented climate change predictions for the region, the impacts of sea level rise and
increased intensity of hurricane and storm activity will increase the vulnerability of this site.
Conclusions
On the basis of the above information, under Section 41(5)(b) of the National Conservation Law, the
National Conservation Council respectfully directs refusal of this planning application. The proposed
development will result in the detrimental alteration of a Marine Protected Area and the environment
generally (including the turtle nesting habitat), for the reasons outlined in this review.
Please do not hesitate to contact the Department should you require further assistance.

Director of Environment Under Delegated Authority of the National Conservation Council

1

Rogers, C.S. (1990. Responses of coral reefs and reef organisms to sedimentation. Marine Ecology Progress Series. 62(185202).
11

Appendix 1: Time series of photographs of the development site
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Picture 1: Aerial image of application site in 1994, prior to development at the site, the beach is wide

compared to the present condition of the site.
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Picture 2: Construction of the existing seawall commenced in 2010. There are visible excavator tracks
on the beach and in the water, which is a Marine Protected Area.

Picture 3: A pump can be seen with the outlet from the excavation into the Marine Park. The works had
been stopped at this point.
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Picture 4: The site in November 2010 during a period of inclement weather. The seawall has only
recently been constructed.

Picture 5. The site in January 2011 shows of the presence of sand and a beach in front of the site. At this
time the gazebo had not yet been constructed.
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Picture 6: During a period of inclement weather in June 2012, breaking waves can be seen crashing
against the seawall and cresting waves can be seen just offshore. The proposed house includes glass
railings at the top of the seawall, where the waves can be seen breaking. The living room of the
proposed house is just over 5 feet from where the whitewash can be seen.

Picture 7: The site in July 2012 shows there was no beach directly in front of the property. The top of the
seawall does not appear to be level when compared with previous photos, and the seawall footings are
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exposed, indicating there may be impacts to the structural integrity of the wall only two years after
construction, and prior to the construction of any structures.

Picture 8: This photo of the site from September 2013 shows that gazebo is under construction and there
is no beach on either the west or the north of the site. There are cresting waves along these two sides of
the seawall. The seawall appears to be undermined or the footings are exposed.
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Picture 9: The site in August 2019 (photo from Cayman New Services) shows visible undercutting of the
seawall as well as no beach to the south and west of the site.

Picture 10: Drone imagery from October 2019 shows no beach to the south and west of the site.
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Picture 11: The site in October 2020 after Hurricane Delta has a narrow beach deposited in front of the
site.

Picture 12: The site in October 2020 after Hurricane Delta, with a narrow beach.
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Picture 13: The site in November 2020 after Tropical Storm Eta brought and deposited more sand at the
site.

Picture 14: The site in December 2020 after the planning application has been submitted.
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Figure 15: The site in February 2021 which shows a reduction in the volume of sand on the beach and the water
line being much closer to the existing structure
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Figure 16: The site in March 2021, showing a steeper reduction in the volume of sand on the beach.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Department of Planning

YOUR REF: P21-0577

ATTN:

Jessica Peacey

FROM:

Director of Environment

SUBJECT:

Cayman Property Investments Ltd
Proposed seawall modification, demolition of existing cabana and
construction of replacement cabana
Block 5B Parcel 162

DATE: 1 July 2021

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).
Proposal
The application submission indicates that the applicant is seeking permission for the following:





Demolition/removal of the existing cabana.
Construction of a new seawall to replace the existing and demolition of the existing wall.
Construction of a new two-storey cabana (ground floor plus roof terrace) with running water,
toilet and barbeque facilities.
Based on the MHWM submitted with the application, the coastal setback of the seawall is 0ft and
the cabana is 8ft from the MWHM/existing seawall.

Previous submission
The DoE reviewed a previous planning application for development on this site (April 2021), which
comprised a 3 storey-habitable structure on the parcel and rehabilitation works to the seawall. Under
delegated authority from the National Conservation Council, the DoE directed refusal of this application
on the following grounds:





Inadequate coastal setbacks of between 21 and 27 ft from the Mean High Water Mark, on a site
which the Development & Planning Regs (2021) prescribe should have minimum setback of 75ft
from the MHWM.
The vulnerability of the proposed development given its proximity to the sea and associated wave
activity/loading and scour.
The proximity of the structure to the water, with the proposed engineering works and construction
of the proposed development deemed to have adverse impacts on the Marine Protected Area.

It was concluded that the proposed development would result in the detrimental alteration of a Marine
Protected Area and the environment generally (including the turtle nesting habitat).
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Meeting with the Applicant
The applicant met with the Department of Environment on 17 November 2020 to discuss remediation
works to the seawall. It was agreed by all that the existing structure is failing and has lost structural
integrity. Although development of the property was mentioned by the Applicant in passing, it was not
the subject of the conversation and the plans for this development were not presented by the Applicant.
The focus of the conversation was on repairing the existing structure. The Department advised that the
current structure has caused erosion and will continue to cause erosion of the beach if the remediation
works keep the current size and shape of the structure. The Department reiterated its position that the
seawall had been built too close to the sea on the active beach and that the Department does not support
development positioned so close to the sea. The Department advised that in order to attempt to reduce the
negative impacts that the seawall is having, the applicant could consider using design techniques such as
a curved or stepped seawall to help dissipate wave energy, and that the square structure of the seawall is a
particular problem. We also advised that the hard corner of the seawall is a particularly poor layout in
terms of erosion and vulnerability. We encouraged the Applicant to curve the seawall along the shoreline
to redirect or dissipate more energy from the waves, thereby reducing the negative effects the seawall is
causing. The current application includes a curved seawall. However, the wall has not been designed by a
coastal engineer and therefore it cannot be established if the proposed design will result in any beneficial
changes. For example, the proposed wall is convex. In our expertise concave seawalls are more effective
at dissipating wave energy. A coastal engineer would be best placed to design such structures.

Environmental Overview
The site is located on the south side of Boggy Sand Road, directly east of a Crown-owned parcel of land,
which has a landward border comprising a sheet-piled seawall constructed by the National Roads
Authority in 2005. The site is adjacent to the Seven Mile Beach Marine Reserve, which is a Marine
Protected Area under the National Conservation Act (2013).
The site is not located on a current turtle nesting beach, albeit historically when the beach was present in
this location it would have likely supported turtle nesting activity. The presence of built development and
seawalls on the active beach has contributed to significant erosion in this area. There is a turtle nesting
beach to the west and Critical Habitat to the east, as shown in Figure 1. Critical Habitat is defined in the
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) and hybrids (2020).
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Figure 1: The site (blue), along with the presence of seawalls at properties to the east, has resulted in an
area with no sea turtle nesting due to the lack of a beach. There is critical habitat (red) to the east and
nesting habitat (yellow) to the west.

The site has a history of erosion, which coincides with the construction of hard structures, such as the
seawall, on the active beach. The previous planning application utilised a MHWM survey that was
conducted immediately post-Hurricane Delta (survey was dated 10 October 2020). Hurricane Delta
deposited significant volumes of sand in this location, as it passed on 5 October 2020. The beach then
experienced further deposits as Tropical Storm Eta passed in November 2020. Therefore, whilst at that
time it may have appeared that a beach existed at this site, having monitored the position of the shoreline,
utilising aerial imagery from 1958 through to 2018, it is evident that the construction of seawalls and
development in this area, has resulted in a trend of sustained erosion, as would be expected when hard
infrastructure is built on the active beach (as we see at the southern end of Seven Mile Beach).
Under normal circumstances, the beach in this location ceases to exist and this has been the case for at
least the past 5 years, and it is only under quite unique storm conditions that sand is deposited on this
shoreline (see photos included at Appendix 1). The current application was accompanied by a MHWM
survey dated 14 May 2021, which confirms that the beach is no longer present. Figure 2 shows the site on
30 June 2021.
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Figure 2: Application site (Source: DoE, 30 June 2021)
Figure 3 shows the surveyed position of the shoreline/MHWM at frequent time intervals from 2003 to
2019 (approximately monthly), based on survey data collected by the Department of Lands & Survey.
Out of a total of 62 surveys undertaken in this location between 2003 and 2019, there were only 4 dates
when the beach existed seaward of the October 2020 MHWM. Of these, the October and November 2005
accretion events can be attributed to Hurricane Wilma. The October 2011 accretion may be attributed to
Hurricane Rina. Furthermore, as can be seen from Figure 3, the beach was completely absent for many of
the survey dates (22).
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Figure 3: Survey data showing shoreline position/MWHM from 2003 to 2019 on 2018 aerial imagery
Inadequate Coastal Setbacks
The Development & Planning Regulations (2021) advise the following in respect of coastal setbacks:
“8 (10)(b) in areas where the shoreline is beach or mangrove (except in a Hotel/Tourism zone),
all structures and buildings, including ancillary buildings, walls and structures, shall be setback
a minimum of seventy five feet from the high water mark”;
The current MHWM survey reveals that the current seawall forms the boundary with the sea, and to the
west of the site, incursion of the sea can be sea up to the Boggy Sand Road sheet piled seawall.
Therefore, whilst the proposed seawall is positioned marginally further inland than the existing, the
proposed seawall will also have a 0ft setback from the sea. The proposed cabana will have an 8ft setback
from the existing seawall and an even lesser setback from the proposed seawall location.
The Department has grave concerns about the vulnerability of the proposed development given its
proximity to the sea and associated wave activity/loading and scour. Climate change predictions both
globally and regionally predict an acceleration in sea level rise, with increased intensity of storm and
hurricane activity in the Caribbean. There are absolutely no mitigating circumstances which could
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justify a departure from the legally prescribed setbacks in this location and, in our view, it would
be negligent to permit development on this site.
Integrity of Existing Structures
The application is accompanied by a report prepared by Reed Consulting Engineers (‘the Engineering
Report’), dated 22 May 2021. With regards to the Engineering Report, we note the following:
1. The Report is based on non-intrusive investigations which cause concerns about the full extent of
the structural damage and integrity of the foundations and structures.
2. It is stated that “there seems to be very serious structural integrity issues relating to failure of the
foundations”, which is due to undermining of the foundations from scouring associated with wave
activity (p.6). This wave activity will continue as the location of the seawall will remain in a highly
vulnerable location on the active beach.
3. The Report contemplates that the works will be conducted as follows:
“Removal (demolition) of the existing cabana and reinforced concrete slab would enable the
excavation of the retained soil fill (within the ‘box’ formed by the existing seawalls). This would
allow the construction of the new seawall and revised cabana and foundations to proceed ‘in-thedry’ (pumping and shoring will be required). Upon completion it can then be re-filled, and the
reinforced concrete slab (lid) and cabana structure can be rebuilt”
The Department is very concerned about the construction impacts on the Marine Protected Area. Given
the erosion that has occurred (see Figure 2) it is unclear how these works can be conducted without
causing significant levels of sedimentation and turbidity in the marine environment, as the sea will
undoubtedly inundate the construction site.
The Engineering Report states that pumping and shoring will be required, and there is no location
provided for dewatering of sediment-laden water. The site is too small to facilitate this onsite. Any
pumping into the Marine Protected Area will result in sedimentation and turbidity impacts. In addition,
the rate of pumping is likely to be very high given the depth into the ground water required for the
additional foundation, the porosity of the sand and the proximity to the sea.
It does not seem possible to construct this development on such a small site without deleterious impacts
on the Marine Reserve, especially given the negative impacts experienced when the seawall was
originally constructed (see photos in Appendix 1). The information provided does not satisfy the
Department that the proposed development would not result in the discharge of dissolved or suspended
minerals or solids at levels that may be harmful to the ecological or aesthetic value of the area.
Sedimentation is one of the biggest potential sources of reef degradation by reducing the amount of light
available for photosynthesis and by increasing sediment load on corals. Corals are all Schedule 1 Part 1
Protected Species, which are protected at all times, and the site is within the Marine Reserve, and
contains an area of coral reef which has a very high economic value for Cayman’s tourism both directly
(diving, snorkelling) and indirectly (ecosystem services). Excessive sedimentation can affect the
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complex food web on the reef by killing not only corals, but also sponges or other organisms which
serve as food for important fish species.1
Corals are under continuous stress from external sources (e.g. climate change, bleaching events, Stony
Coral Tissue Disease) and adding further local stress could be the tipping point passed which our corals
cannot survive. Given that so many external stressors on corals are beyond the control of the Cayman
Islands Government and statutory bodies (including the Central Planning Authority and the National
Conservation Council), it is even more important that local decisions within Cayman’s control take a
more deliberate consideration of corals and the effect on the marine environment. There is very little
information provided by the applicant on proposed construction methodology, and none which indicates
that the effects on the Marine Reserve could be mitigated.

Vulnerability of Proposed Development
The Department is of the firm view that the site is not an appropriate location for a two-storey cabana
development. The Proposed Development will have no setback from the water under normal conditions,
with the potential for occasional sand deposits during high energy wave events from a southwesterly
direction. It is clear from the records of previous Central Planning Authority (CPA) meetings that it was
considered undesirable to have a habitable structure here. The CPA Minutes from 26 November 2014
(CPA/28/14; Item 2.2), where the previous owner was seeking to increase the building height, state: “The
Authority considered the application further and determined that it would adhere to the previous decision
as the Authority is concerned that the creation of the second floor may lead to the cabana being used as a
dwelling unit and the proposed design no longer resembles that of a typical cabana.”

Impact of Seawalls on the Active Beach
A seawall and cabana were approved at this site in 2009. The purpose of the cabana was to provide an
amenity space for the existing adjacent residence (Block 5B Parcel 151), which is also owned by the
Applicant. These two parcels have historically been linked by remaining in the same ownership. In relation
to this earlier application, the CPA agenda for the meeting on April 29, 2009 states, “The Department [of
Planning] is of the opinion that most seawalls do not only prove to be ineffective in halting beach erosion,
but also are often a source of serious damage to the coastal environment.” These concerns are shared by
the Department of Environment and have proven to be true at this site. Following development of the
seawall at the site, the beach has experienced major erosion and is absent for sustained periods.
Hard structures such as seawalls on a beach, restrict the natural sand deposition processes. On a natural
undeveloped beach, waves roll up the beach, depositing sand as they lose energy. However, seawalls
interfere with this process. When waves hit a seawall, the energy is directed downwards and sideways.
When the energy is directed downwards, the waves scoop out the sand at the foot of the seawall – called
scour (see Figure 4). The existing seawall has caused scour at the site, as detailed in the Engineering Report
which accompanies the planning application. When the energy is directed sideways, the wave flanking

1

Rogers, C.S. (1990. Responses of coral reefs and reef organisms to sedimentation. Marine Ecology Progress Series. 62(185202).
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can remove sand from neighbouring properties. Therefore, this seawall could also be negatively affecting
the beach on adjoining parcels.

Figure 4. Seawalls cause scour as the energy is reflected by the seawall.
As shown in the photographs included at Appendix 1, the beach fluctuates in this location however, postconstruction of the wall (in 2010) there is no consistent beach in front of the seawall at the site. In the July
2012 photo, the seawall already appears tilted, indicating likelihood of future collapse/failure of the
structure.
Whilst the Department notes the curvature of the proposed seawall, it is also noted that this has not been
designed by a coastal engineer and therefore it is difficult to determine whether the benefits to longshore
sediment transport that the applicant’s submission describes will indeed be experienced. For example, in
our expertise concave seawalls (rather than convex, as proposed) are more effective at dissipating wave
energy. A coastal engineer would be best placed to design such structures.
Post-construction/Operational Impacts
The Engineering Report confirms that the existing structure is failing. The relentless force of the sea has
destroyed this structure because it has been poorly positioned and poorly designed. Whilst the proposed
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remediation works may extend the longevity of this ill-placed structure, the forces acting on the
structures, e.g. wave loading, will persist and the sea will continue to scour and undermine the property.
Based on well-documented climate change predictions for the region, the impacts of sea level rise and
increased intensity of hurricane and storm activity will increase the vulnerability of this site. A major
storm or hurricane which causes significant damage to the structure would likely result in building
materials, plumbing and appliances etc being washed into the marine protected area offshore, an impact
which the DoE is keen to avoid.
Conclusions
As detailed in this review, it is very clear that this site is not a good location for built development and
the seawall probably should never have been granted planning permission a decade ago. It is evident that
within a very short period the structure is failing, partly due to an inappropriate design and partly due to
its position in an inappropriate location. It would therefore seem futile to try to permit further
development on this problematic site. The concept of managed retreat i.e. moving inappropriately sited
development further inland away from the sea is well-established, albeit the mechanisms for
implementing this approach are not. Removal of all structures and the installation of a properly designed
wall, for the protection of the adjoining house, with appropriate tie-in to both the sheet-piled seawall
installed by CIG along Mary Molly Hydes Road and the sea wall of the adjacent house would likely
result in recovery of the beach on the parcel such that it could function as an amenity for the adjacent
house and the owner of the property.
In the exercise of powers which have been conferred through express delegation by the National
Conservation Council pursuant to section 3(13) of the National Conservation Act (2013), the Director of
DoE respectfully directs that you refuse the planning permission under section 41 (5) (b) of the NCA, on
the basis that the proposed development will result in the detrimental alteration of a Marine Protected
Area and the environment generally (including the turtle nesting habitat), for the reasons outlined in this
review.
We also enclose a letter from the National Conservation Council (NCC), dated 24 June 2021, which
endorses this direction and outlines the appeal mechanism for a person aggrieved by a decision of the
NCC.
Please do not hesitate to contact the Department should you require further assistance.

Director of Environment
Under Delegated Authority of the National Conservation Council
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Appendix 1: Time series of photographs of the development site

Picture 1: Aerial image of application site in 1994, prior to development at the site, the beach is wide

compared to the present condition of the site.
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Picture 2: Construction of the existing seawall commenced in 2010. There are visible excavator tracks on
the beach and in the water, which is a Marine Protected Area.

Picture 3: A pump can be seen with the outlet from the excavation into the Marine Reserve. The works had
been stopped at this point.
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Picture 4: The site in November 2010 during a period of inclement weather. The seawall has only recently
been constructed.

Picture 5. The site in January 2011 shows of the presence of sand and a beach in front of the site. At this
time the gazebo had not yet been constructed.
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Picture 6: During a period of inclement weather in June 2012, breaking waves can be seen crashing
against the seawall and cresting waves can be seen just offshore. The proposed house includes glass
railings at the top of the seawall, where the waves can be seen breaking. The living room of the proposed
house is just over 5 feet from where the whitewash can be seen.

Picture 7: The site in July 2012 shows there was no beach directly in front of the property. The top of the
seawall does not appear to be level when compared with previous photos, and the seawall footings are
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exposed, indicating there may be impacts to the structural integrity of the wall only two years after
construction, and prior to the construction of any structures.

Picture 8: This photo of the site from September 2013 shows that gazebo is under construction and there
is no beach on either the west or the north of the site. There are cresting waves along these two sides of
the seawall. The seawall appears to be undermined or the footings are exposed.
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Picture 9: The site in August 2019 (photo from Cayman New Services) shows visible undercutting of the
seawall as well as no beach to the south and west of the site.

Picture 10: Drone imagery from October 2019 shows no beach to the south and west of the site.
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Picture 11: The site in October 2020 after Hurricane Delta has a narrow beach deposited in front of the
site.

Picture 12: The site in October 2020 after Hurricane Delta, with a narrow beach.
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Picture 13: The site in November 2020 after Tropical Storm Eta brought and deposited more sand at the
site.

Picture 14: The site in December 2020 after the planning application has been submitted.
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Figure 15: The site in February 2021 which shows a reduction in the volume of sand on the beach and the water
line being much closer to the existing structure
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Figure 16: The site in March 2021, showing a steeper reduction in the volume of sand on the beach.

Figure 17: The site in June 2021, showing full erosion of the profile of beach sand that was present in March 2021.
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24 June 2021

Direction to Refuse Application to Redevelop Parcel 5B 162
1) The submission for planning approval for a cabana and remediation work to a seawall on parcel 5B 162, as
presented by the Department of Environment, was considered by the National Conservation Council at its
preparatory workgroup session of 23 June 2021.
2) Council noted a variety of factors including, but not limited to,
a. The architects submission to the Department of Planning;
b. The engineers report regarding the proposed sea wall and cabana at 33 Boggy Sand Rd, block 5b parcel
162;
c. The existing problems at the site, stemming from works previously receiving planning approval,
inherited by the current owners;
d. The potential impacts of redevelopment methods and design on the nearshore environment;
e. The eventual collapse of the existing structure and the impact of that on the nearshore environment;
f. The adjacent Marine Reserve (Protected Area);
g. The likely direct and indirect adverse effects of the proposed planning approval on the adjoining
protected area; and
h. That the adverse impact of the proposed planning approval cannot be satisfactorily mitigated by
conditions.
3) On the basis of the information currently available regarding the submission for planning approval for a cabana
and remediation work to a seawall on parcel 5B 162 the National Conservation Council authorised the
Department of Environment, acting under its previously delegated authority, to direct the Central Planning
Authority to refuse the application.
4) This decision will need to be ratified at the next suitable General Meeting.
5) The Council takes this opportunity to remind the originating entities (The Department of Planning and the
Central Planning Authority) that a person aggrieved by a decision of the Council may appeal that decision under
section 39 of the Act and the originating entities should make such persons aware of this by their usual and
sufficient means.

John Bothwell – Manager, Legislation Implementation & Coordination Unit
Secretary, National Conservation Council
Email: John.Bothwell@gov.ky
Please see our website www.Conservation.ky

National Conservation Council
Cayman Islands Environmental Centre
580 North Sound Road
PO Box 10202, Grand Cayman KY1-1002
Email: ConservationCouncil@gov.ky
2 April 2021
Ref: Dell Mare Groyne EIA Screening Opinion
The National Conservation Council has considered the Department of Environment’s Screening
Opinion for the Dell Mare Rock Groyne proposed for 1854 Rum Point Drive. Given the information
provided the by the applicant, and the Department’s opinion, and taking into account the likely
direct impacts, the Council agrees that No Environmental Impact Assessment of this proposal is
required. However the Council noted with concern the potential for expectations by coastal property
owners around all three Islands that this sets a precedent for similar actions on their part.
The Council considered this screening opinion and reached a decision via correspondence March 9th
and March 26th, 2021. Seven members concurred with the Department of Environment screening
opinion that no EIA was needed, one member was in favour of an EIA being conducted, and two
members abstained. (The chairman and two other members did not record an opinion during the
decision by correspondence.) This decision by correspondence will be moved for ratification by the
Council at its next convenient general meeting.

John Bothwell
Secretary, National Conservation Council
Department of Environment
Cayman Islands Government

Screening Opinion for the Dell Mare Rock Groyne
6 April 2021
Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) notes that all
activities listed in Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required.
The applicant’s property is located at 1854 Rum Point Drive and includes two ironshore headlands which form a
unique cove with a north-east orientation. Due to the prevailing winds, sargassum and other debris tends to
collect within the cove. The proposed coastal works comprise a groyne designed by Smith Warner coastal
engineers, which is intended to reduce the accumulation of sargassum into the cove at the site.
The Department provided pre-application advice, which was that if the applicant intended to pursue this option
they should engage coastal engineers to design the structure to ensure that it would function as intended, not
adversely affect neighbours, minimise the effect on the environment and not negatively impact water quality
within the cove. The applicant submitted significant supporting information from Smith Warner to outline how
these requests have been addressed.
The Department remains cautious regarding the installation of hard structures on the coastline which can
interfere with natural processes. However, there are a number of special considerations with this project,
namely:






There have been two previous unsuccessful attempts to mitigate against sargassum using booms. The
booms were installed under a previously-approved Coastal Works Permit (DOE/CWK/354) and the
Applicant worked with the Department to allow monitoring of the booms, which were found to be
unsuccessful at excluding sargassum and also not resilient to the wave energy at the site.
Modelling has been undertaken by independent and qualified coastal engineers. During pre-application
discussions with the Applicant, we were concerned about a) the effectiveness of the rock groyne, b) the
effects on adjacent landowners, c) water quality within the cove. The Applicant has shown using
modelling that there are likely to be minimal adverse effects from the rock groyne.
The cove is set within two ironshore headlands and there is unlikely to be significant sediment transport
within the cove which will be impacted. We typically do not support structures which interfere with
natural coastal processes, however this site has unusual geological and topographical features and the
modelling undertaken indicates that there will be negligible impacts on sediment transport. . These
same features cause sargassum and other debris to collect in the cove, without being flushed out or
carried away as it would in other locations.






The Applicant has adopted the recommendations of the Department in the design period, to minimise
the visual impact of the structure on surrounding properties and reduce the size of the structure to
avoid encroachment into the Marine Reserve.
The benthic habitat is not particularly sensitive and therefore the direct impacts on sensitive habitat are
low.
Environmental monitoring is proposed to minimise adverse impacts during construction and also to
evaluate the success of the project.

It is considered that the applicant has taken adequate steps to address the potential adverse impacts that may
have resulted from this type of structure. The Department of Environment is of the opinion that the Proposed
Development does not require an EIA.

Introduction
The process for determining whether an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is needed is a statutory process
that is governed by the National Conservation Law (NCL). This first stage, where the relevant authorities decide
if a development is an EIA development (i.e. requires an EIA) is called screening.
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) issued under
section 3(12) (j) and which has effect under section 43(2) (c) of the NCL, notes that all activities listed in Schedule
1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in sections 2 to 3 of Schedule 1 of the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required. The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 1, i.e. coastal
works to combat erosion and maritime works capable of altering the coast through the construction, for
example, of groynes, jetties, and other sea defence works. The works are also located adjacent to a Marine
Protected Area (to the west of the site) and a turtle nesting beach to the west, with Critical Habitat for sea
turtles beyond.
The screening criteria include:




The type and characteristics of a development;
The location of a development; and
The characteristics of the potential impact.

These screening criteria have been considered with respect to the Proposed Development in order to determine
whether an EIA is required.

The Site and Planning History
The site is located at 1854 Rum Point Drive, Block 33C Parcel 10, in North Side. The site location is shown on
Figure 1. The proposed coastal works cover an area of approximately 1,979 sq ft which is predominantly sand or
hard rock bottom. The site is not located on a turtle nesting beach. The proposed works are not within a Marine
Protected Area, however a Marine Reserve is present to the west, starting at the ironshore headland which
forms part of Block 33C Parcel 10 (see Figure 2).
The applicant’s property includes two ironshore headlands which form a unique cove with a north-east
orientation. Due to the prevailing winds from the north-east, sargassum and other debris tends to collect within
the cove, as shown in Figure 3.
It appears from the aerial imagery that the construction of a channel through the reef has caused the sand
within the cove to erode. Older historical imagery shows the sandy beach within the cove extending seaward
compared to the present conditions. Sargassum and other debris has been observed on numerous occasions to
collect within the cove, even when there is not a widespread sargassum or seaweed event. Site visits from 2018
to 2020 show that there is build-up of debris on the beach and in the cove even when the sea surrounding the
sea was clear and relatively free of debris, as shown in Figure 3.
The site visits undertaken by the Department indicate that the cove collects material even under benign
conditions. The collected material decays and causes the water to become very brown and turbid with a foul
smell.
The applicant applied for a sargassum boom to exclude material and the application was approved on 12 June
2019 (DOE/CWK/354). The barrier was installed shortly after but failed within 2 weeks of being installed because
it was unable to withstand the pressure from the weight of the sargassum and the wave climate in the area. A

second barrier (a Beach Bouncer) was obtained and installed in the same location. This barrier also did not
function as desired and was eventually destroyed and removed. Following these attempts, the applicant
engaged in pre-application consultations with the Department for advice on a solution which would be resilient
in this location and the applicant proposed a rock groyne. The Department advised the applicant that they
should consult coastal engineers to ensure that the structure would function as intended and would not have a
deleterious effect on the environment. The Department wished to avoid a worst-case scenario whereby a
structure is installed without adequate due diligence, resulting in an adverse impact on the environment, and
not functioning as intended.

Proposed Development
Description of the Proposed Development
The proposed development comprises a rock groyne which will measure approximately 105 feet (35 yards) in
total length as shown in Figure 3. The base of the rock groyne has a variable width depending on the bathymetry
and is between 11 and 21 feet (3.6 to 7 yards). The crest of the groyne will be 6 feet in width with sides sloped at
a 1V:1.5H ratio. The structure has been designed with a 50-year return period, meaning it is able to withstand a
50-year storm event. It will be constructed of locally washed boulders which will be washed off-site before
transport. The proposed structure and construction methodology has been designed by qualified coastal
engineers at Smith Warner International. The proposed works include:










Sourcing, washing, transporting and then stockpiling local boulders which are 2.8 feet to 3.5 feet in
diameter,
Setting out the footprint of the structure by a licensed surveyor,
Using silt screens (turbidity curtains) to enclose the area of works and prevent impacts to the marine
environment,
Building a temporary access roadway in the structure footprint for a long arm excavator,
Preparation of the seafloor and placement of a geotextile,
Shaping of the groyne from the seaward end to the landward end to the correct groyne slope and
elevation,
A swim-through of the area to check for and clear debris,
Removal of the silt screens, and
Demobilisation.

Characteristics of Potential Impact
The baseline conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Development and any likely significant effects
have been qualitatively assessed for each of the below environmental aspects.

Air Quality
Other than minor impacts during the construction phase (due to the use of heavy machinery on the site) there
are no anticipated impacts to air quality from this proposal.

Architectural and Archaeological Heritage
There are no known architectural or archaeological features at the site.

Coastal Processes
Rock groyne structures can impact adjacent beaches and potentially cause erosion. If not appropriately
designed, they can also fail to function as intended. For example, they could interrupt sediment transport, or
they could fail to exclude debris, or not properly flush and result in stagnant water. For this reason when the
Applicant advised the DoE he wished to apply for a rock groyne, the Department of Environment encouraged
the Applicant to employ an engineer to design the structure. The Department reviewed the methodology to
ensure that appropriate studies were undertaken to validate the proposed structure.
Smith Warner International undertook the following scope of works:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Compilation of bathymetric data from navigational charts, physical survey transects and satellitederived bathymetry,
Extraction of wind data,
Use of an Acoustic Wave and Current Profile to capture neap and spring tidal cycles for 30 days,
Numerical modelling to understand the wind and wave climate at the site,
Designing the structure to create a design resilient to a 50-year storm,
Particle tracking models to show movement of sargassum.

A calibrated hydrodynamic model was used as input for a floating particle tracking model to investigate the
impact the proposed barrier would have on the cove and adjacent properties. This model simulated the
dominant current direction, east to west, to determine how the floating sargassum would move along the
coastline. An extreme scenario was simulated comprising a large mat heading to the shoreline for several
consecutive days.
The modelling showed that under existing conditions there is a build-up of sargassum as particles are trapped in
the cove, with currents unable to pull them out. It is agreed by the Department that this is representative of the
current situation.
The simulation was run with the barrier in place as it blocks particles along its seaward face. The particle tracking
models showed that downdrift of the site (the beach in front of Block 33C Parcel 9) there would also be less
particle build up, further downdrift (area of the Sea Lodges) there would be no change. There was also a
negligible change on the property to the east.
On the basis of the above, it is considered that no significant adverse effects to coastal processes are likely.

Climate Change
Climate change is likely to have severe impacts on the Cayman Islands including the site. The Cayman Islands are
inherently vulnerable to climate change because of the small size, remoteness, low-lying areas and other
environmental factors, demography and economy1.
The proposal is unlikely to significantly contribute to climate change during construction and operation. The
effects of climate change on the proposed groyne are most likely to be related to storm events and sea level
rise. Although the groyne is to be constructed of large stone boulders and it is located within a reef protected
shallow lagoon, climate change predictions anticipate more severe storm events in the future.
The applicant has designed the structure with a 50-year return period and Smith Warner has undertaken
appropriate hurricane simulations to determine wave conditions by the cove using HurWave (in-house
1

National Climate Change Committee. (2011). Achieving a Low Carbon Climate-Resilient Economy: Cayman Islands’ Climate
Change Policy (draft).

computer program modelling). Smith Warner advises that a 50-year return is the typical design period for a
residential project and the Department agrees that this return period is appropriate. The return period takes
into account the potential impacts of climate change. In the modelling, Global Sea Level Rise for the projected
year and the highest astronomical tide were added to the inverse barometric rise (IBR) which is associated with
elevated water levels that cause flooding and damage to infrastructure. MIKE 21 was used to simulate each of
the storm surge scenarios and to simulate the mutual interaction between waves and currents.
Further details on the Design Conditions and Calculations for the project are available in Appendix B of the
applicant’s submission.
On the basis of the above, the Applicant has sufficiently considered the impact of climate change on the
proposed structure.

Ecology
Terrestrial
The terrestrial ecology adjacent to the site is man-modified. Other than minor impacts during the construction
phase (due to the use of heavy machinery on the site) there are no anticipated impacts to the terrestrial
environment from this proposal.
Marine
The seabed in the footprint of the proposed groyne is sand and hard bottom. The impacts to the seabed habitat
will be minimal. The beach is not a sea turtle nesting beach, albeit immediately to the west the beach is turtle
nesting and beyond this is Critical Habitat for sea turtles designated under the 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) and hybrids (2020).
The applicant is proposing to use boulders to construct an access to the location of the rock groyne. Heavy
machinery will be required to operate over these boulders. There are potentially sensitive species (including Part
1 Schedule 1 species such as sea urchins) along the edge of the existing ironshore headlands and if the access
route was directly adjacent to the ironshore, these species could be negatively impacted. Therefore, we have
proposed a condition which says that the in-water access route must be at least 10 feet from the edge of the
ironshore. Smith Warner has indicated that they would also not intend to disrupt the ironshore habitat with the
access route.
The applicant has also proposed extensive mitigation measures within Appendix N of their coastal works
application. The Applicant is proposing the following environmental mitigation:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identifying the stockpile location prior to construction, setting this area adequately back from the
Mean High Water Mark,
Use of only large boulders with no smaller stones used in a filter or core layer,
Washing the boulders prior to bring brought on site to ensure that any fines are removed before the
boulders are placed in the marine environment,
Baseline water quality monitoring,
Use of silt screens (turbidity barriers),
Turbidity monitoring during construction,
Spill prevention equipment to be held on site,
Considerate construction practices, and

•

Post-construction water quality monitoring.

If Cabinet is minded to approve the application, the DOE would strongly recommend the following conditions
which are based on the applicant’s proposed environmental mitigation:









Water quality monitoring measuring dissolved oxygen and temperature shall be conducted prior to
construction, no more than 30 days prior to the commencement of any works on site.
Spill containment equipment shall be kept on site.
Turbidity resulting from construction shall be mitigated through the installation of silt screens of
sufficient length and depth to fully enclose the work area. Work shall not commence without such
screens securely anchored. Screens must be maintained to the satisfaction of the DoE and remain in
place throughout the construction until the water contained in the screen has cleared to the same
appearance as the water immediately outside of the screen. Visual inspections shall be conducted to
ensure that turbid water does not enter the Marine Reserve.
A temporary access roadway will be built out in the structure footprint for a long arm excavator. This
shall be 10 feet from the edge of the ironshore.
Any excavated beach-quality sand shall be returned to the beach.
A swim-through shall be conducted to ensure all debris has been removed from the surrounding
seafloor.
Water quality monitoring measuring dissolved oxygen and temperature shall be conducted postconstruction, within 15 days of completion of major site works. Thereafter, water quality samples should
be taken four times per year for one year.

On the basis of the above, the environmental effects are considered to be adequately mitigated provided that
they are appropriately implemented.

Flood Risk and Water Quality
There is likely to be short-term impacts on water quality arising from the placement of a rock fill pad and
excavation of the seabed. However, the applicant has indicated that silt screens will be deployed to contain
turbid water. There is the potential for the water quality inside the cove to be poor due to lack of circulation. To
address this, the structure has been designed to use only large boulder layers. No smaller stones are proposed
to be used in a filter or core layer. According to Smith Warner, this configuration will have considerable voids
between the boulders that will allow for wave energy to be transmitted into the cove. Smith Warner has also
proposed water quality monitoring within 15 days of completion of major site works and four times per year
after that for one year.
These mitigation measures are considered sufficient to address water quality.

Ground Conditions
There are no likely significant effects with respect to ground conditions as a result of the construction of the
proposed groyne.

Noise and Vibration
Other than minor effects during the construction phase, there are no anticipated noise or vibration impacts
from this proposal.

Socio-Economics
There are no likely significant effects with respect to socio-economics. This area of coastline is not frequently
used by the public, however access along the foreshore will be maintained through construction and operation.
The construction of the groyne has the potential to appear as though it privatises an area of public space (the
cove itself). However the groyne is open to the sea and therefore members of the public could use it and the
cove is not frequently used by members of the public.

Visual Impact
When the applicant engaged the Department of Environment in pre-application consultation, we advised that
the applicant should make the proposed structure as small and as minimally intrusive as possible. The applicant
has taken that into consideration. The structure will be 1.5 feet above Mean Sea Level. The applicant also
revised the structure to ensure it does not encroach into the Marine Reserve and also does not extend far into
the ocean beyond the cove. Overall, the visual impact has been minimised in the design phase.

Transport
There are no likely significant effects with respect to transport as a result of the construction of the proposed
groyne.

Cumulative Effects
There is a potential for a precedent to be set by this proposal for using hard structures such as groynes for
coastline protection against sargassum. The DOE would generally recommend against the use of hard
engineering structures over other solutions due to their tendency for greater environmental impact. However
this proposal has special considerations, as follows:












There have been two previous unsuccessful attempts to mitigate against sargassum using booms. The
booms were installed under a previously-approved Coastal Works Permit (DOE/CWK/354) and the
Applicant worked with the Department to allow monitoring of the booms and the booms were found to
be unsuccessful at excluding sargassum and also not resilient to the wave energy at the site.
This structure will allow for monitoring and assessment to establish the efficacy of this approach to
responding to issue of sargsassum on small pocket beaches.
Modelling has been undertaken by independent and qualified coastal engineers. During pre-application
discussions with the Applicant, we were concerned about a) the effectiveness of the rock groyne, b) the
effects on adjacent landowners, c) water quality within the cove. The Applicant has shown using
modelling that there are likely to be minimal adverse effects from the rock groyne.
The cove is set within two ironshore headlands and there is unlikely to be significant sediment transport
within the cove which will be impacted. We typically do not support structures which interfere with
natural beach processes, however this site has unusual geological and topographical features and the
modelling undertaken indicates that there will be negligible impacts on sediment transport.. These same
features cause sargassum and other debris to collect in the cove, without being flushed out or carried
away as it would in other locations.
The Applicant has adopted the recommendations of the Department in the design period, to minimise
the visual impact of the structure on surrounding properties and reduce the size of the structure to
avoid encroachment into the Marine Reserve.
The benthic habitat is not particularly sensitive and therefore the direct impacts on sensitive habitat are
low.
Environmental monitoring is proposed to minimise adverse impacts during construction and also to
evaluate the success of the project.

Conclusions
The Proposed Development does not require an EIA and the applicant has used qualified coastal engineers who
have done extensive modelling and studies to demonstrate that the structure will function as intended while
minimising the effect on the environment. The site is not on a turtle nesting beach, not within a Marine
Protected Area, not within an area with significant sediment transport and not within an area heavily used by
the public. There are no significant effects considered likely.
After considering the Screening Opinion detailed above, the NCC is required to issue its decision to the
originating entity on the requirement for an EIA, pursuant to Section 43 (1).

Figure 1. Site location of the proposed groyne.

Figure 2. Environmental context plan.

Figure 3. Sargassum tends to collect in the cove, even when the surrounding area is clear.

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Director of Planning

ATTN:

Jessica Peacey

FROM:

Director of Environment

SUBJECT:

Crymble Land Holdings Ltd
A 157-Acre Planned Area Development
Block 11B Parcel 91

YOUR REF: PAD21-0001

DATE:

19 April 2021

In accordance with Section 43 of the National Conservation Law, the National Conservation
Council (NCC) has determined that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is required for his
proposed Planned Area Development. The Department of Environment has prepared the enclosed
EIA Screening Opinion which was endorsed by the NCC on 9 April 2021 (letter of endorsement
enclosed).
In accordance with the NCC’s Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments issued under
section 3(12)(j) and which has effect under section 43(2)(c) of the National Conservation Law, the
proponent (Crymble Land Holdings Ltd) shall have a period of up to 28 days to respond in writing
to confirm whether they wish to proceed with an EIA or withdraw the application.
Please do not hesitate to contact the Department should you require further assistance.
Director of Environment
Under Delegated Authority of the National Conservation Council

National Conservation Council
Cayman Islands Environmental Centre
580 North Sound Road
PO Box 10202, Grand Cayman KY1-1002
Email: ConservationCouncil@gov.ky
9 April 2021
Ref: Dart Canal PAD EIA Screening Opinion
The National Conservation Council has considered the Department of Environment’s Screening
Opinion for the proposed Hotel and Canal District Planned Area Development (PAD) proposed for Long
Point (Seven Mile Beach). Based on the details outlined in the summary, and the Department’s
opinion, and taking into account the likely impacts, the Council agrees that an Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) is required for this proposed PAD and any related coastal works components
affecting Seven Mile Beach and other Crown properties and that the EIA may potentially need to
establish the need for the density of land-use activities.
The Council considered this screening opinion and reached a decision via correspondence between
March 19th and April 8th. Seven members concurred with the Department of Environment screening
opinion that an EIA was needed, two members abstained and one recused themselves from offering
any opinions and from the decision. (The chairman and two other members did not record an opinion
during the decision by correspondence.) This decision by correspondence will be moved for
ratification by the Council at its next convenient general meeting.

John Bothwell
Secretary, National Conservation Council
Department of Environment
Cayman Islands Government

Screening Opinion for the Proposed Hotel and Canal District Planned Area
Development
19 April 2021
Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) notes that all
activities listed in Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required.
An EIA is a tool to assist decision makers in balancing the social, environmental and economic impacts of a
development and identify ways to avoid, reduce or mitigate against them.
The purpose of a Planned Area Development is to set new rules for an area of development. Any development
which comes forward in that area is subject to the parameters described in the PAD and not to the Development
and Planning Regulations, with the exception of building heights. This PAD sets parameters for development
which will result in an extremely dense development well beyond the current limits within the Development and
Planning Regulations (2021 Revision). There are three transects with the following key changes which relate to
the environment.
The proposed Planned Area Development is proposed to include development in the 2021 to 2034 period of
approximately 398 condominiums, 58 house lots, 4,480 hotel rooms in multiple hotels, approximately 100,000
square feet of new retail spaces and a 220 slip marina and fuel station.
By comparison, the Hotel Indigo contained 282 guestrooms and therefore, the proposed PAD will include the
equivalent of 16 ten-storey hotels as well as large scale residential development and retail development.
Transect (T4): Neighbourhood Edge
The neighbourhood edge is a generally residential area designed to connect to the surrounding area. The main
changes from the Development and Planning Regulations are to:
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Allow 12 units/acre for residential development, similar to the 15 apartments/acre allowed under a low
density residential zoning; and
Allow lot coverage of 70% compared to 30% in a low density residential zone and 40% in a high density
residential zone.

Transect SD-1 - Hotel District Centre
The Hotel District Centre will include ‘regionally significant’ buildings and up to 4,480 hotel rooms in multiple
hotels. No public beach accesses are proposed despite the PAD encompassing 2,330 linear feet of Seven Mile
Beach. The only beach access proposed is the existing right-of-way located at the end of Raleigh Quay.
The main changes from the Development and Planning Regulations are to:






Allow 64 units/acre for residential development, compared to the 25 apartments/acre allowed in a High
Density Residential Zone or a Hotel/Tourism Zone;
Include a proposed canal extension under the Esterley Tibbetts highway, making the distance from Seven
Mile Beach to the North Sound a very short 750 feet;
Include a commitment to turtle friendly lighting;
Reduce the canal setback to 0 feet for docks, walls, stairs, ramps, seating, terraces, water features, pools,
shade structure and other ancillary structures as well as a 5 ft setback for swimming pools; and
Allow lot coverage of 90% compared to a maximum site coverage of 40% allowed under a Hotel/Tourism
Zone.

Transect 5 (T5) – Marina Centre
The Marina Centre will include a very wide range of buildings and is also a very dense development zone. The
main changes from the Development and Planning Regulations are to:






Allow 10 storey buildings in an area which is currently zoned low density residential and not zoned
Hotel/Tourism (albeit within the Seven Mile Beach corridor in Schedule 4 of the Development and Planning
Regulations);
Allow 48 units/acre for residential development, compared to the 15 apartments/acre in a low density
residential area permitted under the current zoning;
Reduce the canal setback to 0 feet for docks, walls, stairs, ramps, seating, terraces, water features, pools,
shade structure and other ancillary structures as well as a 5 ft setback for swimming pools; and
Allow lot coverage of 90% compared to a maximum site coverage of 30% in a low density residential zone
and 40% in a Hotel/Tourism Zone.

The proposed development requires an EIA on the basis of:






Total loss of protected species within the PAD site including at least 40 acres of mangroves (Part 2 Schedule 1
Protected Species), the birds (Part 1 Schedule 1 Protected Species) and other species that it supports;
Adverse impacts on sea turtle critical habitat and sea turtle nesting beaches;
Loss of public access to Seven Mile Beach;
Adverse impacts on water quality from the proposed canal & marina development; and
Adverse socio-economic impacts as a result of 4,480 hotel rooms in multiple hotels, 398 condominiums, 58
house lots, and 100,000 square feet of new retail spaces and a 220 slip marine and fuel station.

For comparison purposes, the original Camana Bay application (known at that time as the West Indian Club
under Cayman Shores Development) was accompanied by an EIA.
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The DoE also recommended an EIA for the Planned Area Development application associated with the second
phase of the Camana Bay development. This recommendation was issued prior to the National Conservation Law
being fully in effect and the recommendation was not followed by the Central Planning Authority.
Based on the inclusion of an EIA for the original Camana Bay application and the previous recommendations of
the Department for an EIA for the Camana Bay PAD, it is therefore reasonable for this proposal to also require an
EIA.
In addition, the Camana Bay PAD included mangrove buffer which was excluded from the development area and
has been retained (albeit with canal access through it). The Camana Bay development included civic areas
(Transect T2) with lower density development. None of these are present in the Proposed Development, which is
a very dense development with no public amenity, civic space or retained natural spaces proposed.
The original Camana Bay project also included off-site mitigation in the form of a land transfer of mangroves
which were later designated as a Protected Area under the NCL. This Proposed Development offers no
mitigation. Therefore, given that the original Camana Bay development included an EIA with mitigation measures
and natural areas (thereby showing how the environmental effects have been addressed), this Proposed
Development should also include an EIA.
Furthermore, on 2 March 2017, the National Conservation Council required an EIA for the proposals from the
applicant to remove the beach rock adjacent to the site. During the beach rock removal test which was approved
by Cabinet under a Coastal Works Permit, the Applicant indicated that beachrock removal is required for the
hotel development here. To date, the Department is not aware of any progress on the EIA for the beachrock
removal. However the Applicant has indicated that beachrock removal is still a key feature of this development
as on 27 January 2021, Dart presented potential options for beachrock removal to the Department of
Environment (without the supporting scientific evidence of an EIA). Following the beachrock trial removal where
a small section of beachrock was removed, the monitoring revealed that, as predicted, the shoreline retreated in
the area where the cut was made.
It is therefore recommended that this EIA should cover both the land and coastal elements of the proposed
project, as the two are presented by the Applicant as being inextricably linked.
The Department of Environment is of the opinion that the Proposed Development does require an EIA.
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Introduction
The process for determining whether an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is needed is a statutory process
that is governed by the National Conservation Law (NCL). This first stage, where the relevant authorities decide if
a development is one requiring an EIA (i.e. requires an EIA), is called screening.
The purpose of an EIA is to inform decision-makers and the public of the environmental consequences of
implementing a proposed project, and to identify ways to avoid, reduce and mitigate those environmental
consequences.
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) issued under
section 3(12) (j) and which has effect under section 43(2) (c) of the NCL, notes that all activities listed in Schedule
1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in sections 2 to 3 of Schedule 1 of the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required. The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 1, i.e. a large scale
residential development and special purpose development, including projects of national importance, mixed use
and Planned Area Development.
The screening criteria include:
•

The type and characteristics of a development;

•
•

The location of a development; and
The characteristics of the potential impact.

These screening criteria have been considered with respect to the Proposed Development in order to determine
whether an EIA is required. Application for development within the PAD may also require screening for an EIA.

The Site
The site is located both west and east of Esterley Tibbetts Highway. In the east, the site contains part of the
entrance to Vista Del Mar as well as the Cayman Islands Yacht Club, currently vacant and man-modified land as
well as approximately 40 acres of mangroves. The southern boundary of the site is the mangroves located
adjacent to the canal at Raleigh Quay. In the west, the site includes:









a small triangle of land adjacent to the highway;
the vacant land between White Sands Condominiums (Block 10E Parcel 10) and the properties at the end of
Sundown Close (Sundowner Condominiums and Coral Reef House);
the former Kaaboo site;
the beachside land adjacent to the Kaaboo site;
the former Tiki Beach building;
The Kimpton Seafire Resort (but does not include the Residences);
The proposed Hotel Indigo; and
The former Calico Jacks as well as all other current vacant land between the Kimpton Seafire Resort and
Public Beach.

The total site area is 157 acres and is shown on Figure 1 and Figure 2.
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The beach area adjacent to the former Kaaboo site is designated Critical Habitat for sea turtles under the 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) and hybrids
(2020). The area between the former Tiki Beach and Calico Jacks is turtle nesting habitat, which means that sea
turtles do nest in these areas, but not at the density of Critical Habitat.
As per the Development and Planning Regulations, Public Open Space cannot be included in a PAD. Therefore,
the small, 13,000 square feet area of Public Open Space, located across the road from the former Tiki Beach, is
excluded. This area is currently heavily man-modified and vacant and does not provide public amenity.
The property can be divided into the following environmental zones:






40 acres of highly valuable mangroves and the species they support;
26 acres of former highly valuable mangroves cleared in 2017/2018;
1,400 linear feet of beachfront which is sea turtle critical habitat;
930 linear feet of beachfront which is sea turtle nesting habitat (but not critical habitat) and adjacent to a
Marine Reserve (a Marine Protected Area); and
Man-modified and developed areas (e.g. Kimpton Seafire Resort, former Tiki Beach, former Calico Jacks).

Figure 1. The site of the proposed PAD (blue) and the proposed canals (red).
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Figure 2. The environmental context of the Proposed Development.

Proposed Development
Description of the Proposed Development
The purpose of a Planned Area Development is to set new rules for an area of development. Any development
which comes forward in that area is subject to the parameters described in the PAD and not to the Development
and Planning Regulations, with the exception of building heights. The Proposed Development is a Planned Area
Development which includes three ‘transect zones’, which means there will be three areas with their own
parameters for the development that comes forward within them.
Based on the parameters presented, the Proposed Development is an extremely dense development. The PAD
Solid Waste Management Strategy states:
“Development in the 2021 to 2034 period includes approximately 398 condominiums, 58 house lots, 4,480 hotel
rooms in multiple hotels, approximately 100,000 square feet of new retail spaces and a 220 slip marina and fuel
station.”
By comparison, the existing Kimpton Seafire Resort (not including the residences) includes approximately 270
rooms, and the proposed Hotel Indigo includes 282 guestrooms. Therefore, the PAD is proposed to include the
equivalent of 16 similarly sized hotels.
The Department of Tourism is preparing for the road back to 500K air arrivals (RB5). According to the
Department of Tourism’s 2018 Biannual Report, the average stay is approximately 6 nights. There will be
6

1,635,200 night stays available at the hotels within the PAD (4,480 rooms x 365 nights). With 500,000 air arrivals
and an average 6 night stay, there are 3,000,000 visitor-nights (500,000 tourists x 6 nights). Therefore, the hotels
within this PAD are proposed to accommodate over half of all stayover tourists, not including any other Dartowned hotels. If a 60% occupancy rate was included, this would still result in 1/3 of all planned-for stayover
tourists staying within this PAD area. However, this is also assuming single occupancy, so assuming double
occupancy would result in doubling these figures.
The proposed transects are shown in Figure 3, below.

Figure 3. The proposed transects within the PAD (Transect Overlay Addendum 3, Dart’s Development Statement).
Transect 4 (T4) – Neighbourhood Edge
The Neighbourhood Edge transect is proposed to be a mixed-use but primarily residential urban fabric. In the
northern section, two new canals are proposed, and in the southern section, the transect will make use of the
existing canal to the north of Raleigh Quay, and a proposed canal extension which extends under the Esterley
Tibbetts Highway.
In addition to residential buildings and guest houses, the PAD will also allow guest houses, live-work units, bus
shelters, fountains or public art, playgrounds, sports fields/courts, surface parking lots, religious assembly,
greenhouses, canals with parallel and perpendicular docks, assisted living facilities, medical clinics, childcare
centres, electric substations and wireless transmitters. The existing Governor’s Harbour canals are primarily
Crown property and therefore, the Applicant will be required to apply for a Coastal Works Permit where any
proposed docks are in or above Crown property.
7

Buildings will be 2 to 5 storeys with a maximum residential density of 12 units/acre which is similar to the
maximum residential density of 15 apartments/acre permitted in a low-density residential zoning. Buildings,
swimming pools and other setbacks in this transect will have Canal and High Water Mark Setbacks as allowed by
the Cayman Islands Development and Planning Regulations. The setbacks are as permitted under the
Development and Planning (2021) Regulations. The lot coverage proposed is 70%.
Therefore, the key environmental features of this transect are:



To allow 12 units/acre for residential development, similar to the 15 apartments/acre allowed under a
low density residential zoning; and
To include lot coverage of 70% compared to 30% in a low density residential zone and 40% in a high
density residential zone.

Transect SD-1 - Hotel District Centre
The Hotel District Centre is proposed to be high-density resort residential and hospitality uses. According to the
PAD, this area will include ‘regionally significant buildings’, which could be inferred to be the Caribbean region.
This transect include the parts of Seven Mile Beach which are within the PAD.
With respect to the setback from the Mean High Water Mark, the PAD is proposing to use the distances within
the Development and Planning Regulations 24(4). There are canal setbacks listed, although the only canal within
this area is the proposed canal extension which will go under the Esterley Tibbetts Highway. The setbacks
proposed against this canal are 0 feet for docks, walls, stairs, ramps, seating, terraces, water features, pools,
shade structure and other ancillary structures as well as a 5 ft setback for swimming pools. The canal setback for
building is in accordance with the Development and Planning Regulations.
Buildings will be typically 5-10 stories although will be subject to the maximum allowable height as per the
Development and Planning Regulations 24(4) which states:
“The maximum permitted height for commercial, apartments and hotels shall be five storeys or sixty-five feet,
whichever is less, but in the Hotel/Tourism zone 1, the maximum permitted height shall be ten storeys or one
hundred and thirty feet, whichever is the less, for apartments and hotels.”
Therefore this clause is designed to provide flexibility so if the maximum height of buildings permitted under that
section were to increase, then the building height allowable in the PAD could also increase.
There will be a maximum residential density of 64 units/acre for residential and the maximum hotel room
density as allowable per the Development and Planning Regulations 24(4). Under the current Development and
Planning Regulations, there is a maximum residential density in a High Density Residential Zone and in a
Hotel/Tourism zone of 25 apartments per acre. Therefore, the request within the PAD is to allow well over
double the maximum residential density provided for in the Development and Planning Regulations. There is
perhaps some crossover between hotel rooms and residential units. While the PAD states, “4,480 hotel rooms,”
the PAD parameters include up to the maximum hotel room density allowed in the Development and Planning
Regulations and the density of 64 units/acre is related to residential. There would naturally be cross-over
because many short-term rental units, suites, residences etc., are likely categorised as residential rather than
hotel rooms.
There is a commitment to turtle friendly lighting within this district.
8

There is no mention of public beach access and no public beach accesses proposed. There is an existing public
beach access at the terminal end of Raleigh Quay however no additional public beach access is included.
There is also an allowance for parallel or perpendicular docks in this area. However, this is the area west of
Esterley Tibbetts on Seven Mile Beach. The proposed canal extension appears to simply have a turnaround basin
west of the highway. There should be no docks permitted on Seven Mile Beach and therefore the allowance of
parallel or perpendicular docks on Seven Mile Beach should be removed from the PAD.
Therefore, the key features of this transect are:









The transect will include regionally significant buildings;
No public beach accesses are proposed;
64 units/acre for residential development, compared to the 25 apartments/acre allowed under in a High
Density Residential Zone or a Hotel/Tourism Zone;
Inclusion of a proposed canal extension under the Esterley Tibbetts highway, making the distance from
Seven Mile Beach to the North Sound a very short 750 feet;
A commitment to turtle friendly lighting;
Reduced setbacks from adjacent (non-Dart) landowners of 20 feet minimum, compared to the 20 feet
side setback and 25 feet rear setback under the regulations;
Reduced setback of 0 feet for docks, walls, stairs, ramps, seating, terraces, water features, pools, shade
structure and other ancillary structures as well as a 5 ft setback for swimming pools; and
90% lot coverage compared to a maximum site coverage of 40% allowed in a Hotel/Tourism Zone.

Transect 5 (T5) – Marina Centre
The Marina Centre is proposed to include higher densities and building heights with the greatest variety of uses.
The buildings will be typically 3-10 storeys ‘with variation’ although subject to the maximum allowable as per the
Development and Planning Regulations 24(4). The only other 10 storey buildings located east of Esterley Tibbetts
Highway are at Camana Bay (proposed/under construction).
A very wide range of buildings are proposed in this area, including residential and guest houses, office buildings,
mixed-use buildings, live-work units, open markets, retail buildings, shopping centres, display galleries,
restaurant/club/bars, kiosks, push carts, bush shelters, conference centre, fountains or public art, libraries, live
theatre, movie theatre, museums, outdoor auditoriums, parking structures, sport fields/courts, outdoor festival
spacer surface parking lots, community gardens, greenhouses, kennels, fuel stations, canals and parallel docks,
marinas and boot moorings, boat maintenance and repair, boat fuelling, boat chartering, water sports
operations, fire stations, police stations, medical clinics, colleges, universities, child care centres, and laboratory
facilities, electric substations.
Therefore, the key features of this transect are:
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A very wide range of buildings that could be included;
10 storey buildings in an area east of the Esterley Tibbets Highway, which is currently zoned low density
residential and not zoned Hotel/Tourism (albeit within the Seven Mile Beach corridor in Schedule 4 of
the Development and Planning Regulations);
48 units/acre for residential development, compared to the 15 apartments/acre in a low density
residential area permitted under the current zoning);




A reduced setback of 0 feet for docks, walls, stairs, ramps, seating, terraces, water features, pools, shade
structure and other ancillary structures as well as a 5 ft setback for swimming pools; and
90% lot coverage compared to a maximum site coverage of 30% in a low density residential zone and
40% in a Hotel/Tourism Zone.

Parking
Shared parking is proposed for the area in all transects, reducing the parking count required for each building
and promoting a more integrated and walkable development.
Provision of Public and Private Open Space
There is very little commitment to public open spaces. The PAD states:





Public spaces will be designed for active and passive recreation and be thoughtfully integrated for
pedestrian leisure;
Public open spaces will include simple gardens and courtyards for passive recreation;
Residential subdivision will include Land for Public Purposes; and
Existing LPP designated lands may be reallocated within the PAD to enhance its public benefit.

Therefore, the PAD seeks to reallocate existing LPP lands without further detail on how these lands will be made
of benefit to the landowners within the existing subdivisions (for whom the LPP was designated).
The ‘circulation & street sections addendum’ shows that the site is intended to encompass Crown property
which would require coastal works approval from Cabinet, not planning approval. The boundary is drawn out
into Governor’s Harbour, and there are docks shown on Crown property, along the southern boundary of Block
10A Parcel 238.
The Camana Bay PAD included Transect 2 (T2) – Civic Green Zone which was designed to provide civic and
recreational spaces with woodland and wetland and scattered buildings and retained the mangrove buffer zone.
No similar zone is proposed in this and only the existing Public Open Space is outlined as a green space. All
remaining mangroves are designated for development under the Neighbourhood Edge or Marina Centre zones.
Phasing
According to Phasing Plan Addendum 5, the first phase includes the area by the Kimpton Seafire Resort south to
Hotel Indigo. The second phase includes all remaining land on the west side of Esterley Tibbetts Highway as well
as the proposal canal extension beneath the highway and land on either side. The third phase includes the
neighbourhood edge and existing Cayman Islands Yacht Club. According to the text of the PAD, the ‘initial phase
will occur east of Esterley Tibbetts Highway.’ Therefore, there is confusion in the PAD as to the phasing plan.

Planning History
There is an extensive planning history for the site. Related to the requirement for EIA on the property, the
following history is relevant.
Camana Bay Application
The original Camana Bay application (known at that time as the West Indian Club under Cayman Shores
Development) was accompanied by an EIA and therefore it is reasonable for the Proposed Development to also
require an EIA. Terms of Reference were agreed with the Department of Environment and the Department of
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Planning in 1997 and an Environmental Statement (then called an Environmental Assessment Report) was
submitted on February 12, 1999 and reviewed by the Department of Environment on 14 October 1999.
On 1 July 2014, the Department was consulted on the Camana Bay PAD application. The Department
recommended an EIA at this time. However, as the NCL was not yet in effect, this recommendation was not
carried forward by the CPA. The Camana Bay PAD included mangrove buffer which was excluded from the
development area and has been retained (albeit with canal access through it). The Camana Bay included civic
areas (Transect T2) with lower density development. None of these are present in the Proposed Development,
which is a very dense development with no public beach access, civic space or retained natural spaces proposed.
Public open space is discussed, but there is no area outlined with public open space and no commitment to any
particular proportion of the PAD being allocated for this.
As detailed in a letter dated 6 May 2003, the original Camana Bay project also included off-site mitigation in the
form of a land transfer of mangroves which were later designated as a Protected Area under the NCL. This
Proposed Development offers no mitigation.
Therefore, given that the original Camana Bay development included an EIA and also included mitigation
measures and natural areas (thereby reducing environmental effects), this Proposed Development should also
include an EIA.
Beach Rock Removal
On 2 March 2017, the National Conservation Council issued a directive requiring an EIA for the proposed removal
of beachrock adjacent to the PAD site. According to the Applicant, the removal of beach rock is required in order
to facilitate hotel development at the PAD site.
The Screening Opinion stated:
“Given that the Applicant has indicated that the beachrock removal is required for a proposed hotel development,
it is recommended that the EIA should cover both the land and coastal elements of the proposed project, as the
two are presented by the Applicant as being inextricably linked.”
The Department’s view on this has not changed. Members from Dart who met with the Department in January
2021 indicated that the removal of beach rock remained a fundamental part of development at the PAD site.
The PAD is silent on this issue. The Screening Opinion for the removal of beachrock remains in effect and there is
no indication that the applicant has progressed the EIA for this. The next step for the applicant is to request a
Scoping Opinion for the project.
Therefore, given that the Department recommends an EIA cover the land elements, and that the previously
adopted Screening Opinion requires an EIA for the coastal elements, it is recommended that there is one EIA to
cover both as these are presented by the Applicant as being linked.
Dart Realty/Crymble Events Site
In 2013, Dart Realty (Cayman) Ltd applied to clear and fill Block 10E Parcels 36 and 47 and Block 11B Parcel 17. At
that time, there was no rationale provided for the clearing, the application included no reference to any
potential event site (this application was six years before the 2019 Kaaboo festival)and the application was for
speculative clearing.
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At thats time the NCL was also not yet in effect, however the Planning Department consulted the Department of
Environment on this application (F13-0041/F13-0155). The DoE’s conclusions were:
“In conclusion, the applicant has neither provided any evidence that there is a need for land clearing in this
location nor offered any form of compensatory mitigation. Against this background, and taking into consideration
the ecological value of the site, the Department does not support the proposed clearing and filling. Should the
Authority be minded to grant permission, the Department would recommend the following conditions of
approval:
1. Compensatory mitigation should be provided at a ratio of 4:1, with the habitat type and location to be
agreed with the Department.
2. Clearing and filling of the site should be prohibited until planning permission has been granted for the
intended final land use(s).
3. The Department should be contacted prior to filling the site, to ensure that species (e.g. fish in the pond)
are appropriately translocated.
4. A drainage strategy should be submitted to provide confirmation that the loss of the natural on-site
stormwater retention capacity will be adequately mitigated through the proposed stormwater retention
areas.”
It is unclear whether planning permission was ever properly granted for these clearing and filling works.
However clearing and filling was undertaken, clearing approximately 27 acres of mangroves, without any of the
recommendations above being implemented.
In 2018, Crymble Land Holdings Ltd applied for planning permission for the event site, parking and pathway
widening of what would then become the Kaaboo site (P18-0263, P18-0262, P18-0217). At this time, the site
clearing and filling works were substantially underway and nearing completion.
On 9 May 2018, the NCC reached a decision that an EIA was not required for this project on the basis that the
site clearing was already taking place and that other effects associated with events (litter pollution, lighting
effects on turtles etc.) could not be predicted as the applicant had not confirmed the frequency, type or scale of
these events. A number of planning conditions were recommended however these were not included in the
planning permission granted by the CPA.
Figure 4 below shows a satellite image from 2018 where the clearing was already taking place.
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Figure 4. An image from the 2018 EIA Screening Opinion showing the event site (orange), the parking areas (red
and green) and the proposed path widening (yellow) using a 2018 Google Maps aerial image.

Characteristics of Potential Impact
The baseline conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Development and any likely significant effects
have been qualitatively assessed for each of the below environmental aspects.

Air Quality
There is no known baseline data for air quality. The Proposed Development will have generators and other
locations of point-source emissions as well as other unquantified non-stationary sources directly and indirectly
associated with the project. In addition, tall buildings worsen air quality effects as they affect dispersion and can
‘trap’ pollutants. At this stage, the lack of baseline data and assumed point sources create uncertainty and may
be required to be assessed in the EIA. This will be discussed further in the EIA Scoping Opinion.

Ecology
Loss of Tidally Flooded Mangrove Forest
Tidally flooded mangrove forests were once the dominant type of vegetation along the western peninsula of
Grand Cayman; development has resulted in the removal of almost all of this habitat on the peninsula. The
Applicant has included no natural space at all within the PAD, with all remaining mangroves falling into a
development transect.
The proposed clearing of mangroves, construction of canals and filling of the site will destroy habitat for many
Part 1 Schedule 1 Protected Species, including:
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West Indian Whistling-duck (Dendrocygna arborea);






Greater Antillean Grackle (Quiscalus niger);
Cayman Parrot (Amazona leucocephala caymanensis);
White–crowned Pigeon (Patagioenas leucocephala); and
Snowy Egret (Egretta thula).

Obligations under the RAMSAR Convention (1971)
The Cayman Islands is a party to the Ramsar Convention, which embodies the commitments of its member
countries to maintain the ecological character of their Wetlands of International Importance and to plan for the
"wise use", or sustainable use, of all of the wetlands in their territories. The concept of “wise use” seeks to
ensure that a balance of uses is achieved which will deliver ecosystem, economic and social/cultural benefits
over the long term. Grand Cayman wetlands provide the following vitally important ecosystem services:








supporting the diversity and abundance of plants and animals, and providing important habitat and
refuges for many migratory, rare, or threatened species;
forming part of natural hydrological cycles, providing water passage and storage;
nutrient cycling and improving water quality by trapping nutrients and sediments;
flood mitigation and providing coastal protection against destructive natural events, such as storms
surges and hurricanes;
supporting species to adapt to the effects of climate change by providing refugia and landscape
connectivity;
contributing to the sequestration and storage of carbon, to mitigate against climate change;
contributing to the well-being of people through landscape diversity, heritage values, aesthetic appeal
and recreation.

Against this background of our international obligations, the objective of “working towards the wise use of
wetlands” and “sustainable use” must be considered when reviewing this application.
The applicant has provided no mitigation for the loss of in excess of 40 acres of wetlands. It is internationally
recognized best-practice that, if after comprehensive consideration it is deemed appropriate to release wetlands
for development, there should be ‘no net loss’ of wetlands. This objective can be achieved through
compensatory mitigation provided by an applicant/developer. Such mitigation should ensure that the
“equivalency” of wetland gains and losses from on-site and off-site and in-kind and out-of-kind mitigation is
appropriately determined. Whilst every proposal is different, it is common-practice to apply a “mitigation
compensation ratio” that establishes the number of acres of mitigation required per acre of wetland impact. The
mitigation ratio differs from case to case based on the characteristics of the impacted wetland and whether the
proposed mitigation involves wetland creation, restoration, enhancement or conservation.
An EIA is a tool to assist decision makers in balancing the social, environmental and economic impacts of a
development and identify ways to avoid, reduce or mitigate against them. Therefore, the EIA must be used to
identify mitigation measures namely:



On-site mitigation, perhaps by the designation of areas of mangroves to remain or otherwise; and/or
Off-site mitigation.

As indicated on a letter from the then-Ministry of Tourism, Environment, Development and Commerce dated 6
May 2003, for the development of what became Camana Bay, a mitigation ratio of 19 to 1 was agreed for the
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loss of mangroves and seagrass. As part of the approval for the Camana Bay canals, the Applicant agreed off-site
mitigation and swapped land in the Central Mangrove Wetland and Barkers. These lands later became protected
areas under the NCL as a form of off-site mitigation. The Proposed Development offers no mitigation.
Beach Rock Removal
The applicant has not included the removal of beachrock in the PAD. The removal of beachrock would be subject
to a Coastal Works Permit and not within the remit of the planning department. However, the development of
boat slips to the south of the existing Cayman Islands Yacht Club is presented in the PAD despite those also being
within Crown property and requiring a Coastal Works Permit. The Applicant has presented the removal of beach
rock as necessary for the development of hotels within the PAD, and has also met with the Department
confirming they are still pursuing the removal of the beachrock. It is likely that the removal of beachrock will
come forward as necessary for the implementation of the PAD.
Following the beachrock trial removal where a small section of beachrock was removed, the monitoring revealed
that, as predicted, the shoreline retreated in the area where the cut was made.
In line with our 2017 advice, an EIA should cover both the land and coastal elements of the proposed project, as
the two are presented by the Applicant as being inextricably linked.
Turtle Habitat
The site includes 930 linear feet of sea turtle nesting habitat and 1,400 linear feet of beach designated as Critical
Habitat for sea turtles under the 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) and hybrids (2020).
In addition, development within the PAD could impact turtle nesting habitat by encroaching onto nesting
habitat. The Proposed Development does include a commitment to turtle friendly lighting. However, there are
no assurances to preserve the beach profile, sand dunes and beachside vegetation, nor that there would not be
excavation of beach resources for foundations, swimming pools, underground parking, nor assurances against
seawalls or ancillary structures within the active nesting areas etc.
There are likely to be adverse effects on turtles from the Proposed Development.

Climate Change
Climate change is likely to have severe impacts on the Cayman Islands, including the site. The Cayman Islands are
inherently vulnerable to climate change because of the small size, remoteness, low-lying areas and other
environmental factors, demography and economy.
The Proposed Development is likely to both contribute to climate change and be affected by climate change. The
Proposed Development is likely to contribute to climate change during construction and operation. There will be
transportation-related emissions if the majority of vehicles are not low-emission vehicles or zero-emission
vehicles. There are building sector-related emissions including energy demand and intensity at density build-out.
The PAD Development Statement refers to renewable energy but only loosely and without sufficient details or
any commitments. There is proposed to be a fuel station within the Marina Centre transect and indirect
emissions associated with a very large volume of waste and wastewater management off-site.
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Mangroves are among the most carbon-rich tropical forests in the world. Mangrove and peat swaps are
tremendous carbon stores. The removal of the mangroves and the removal of peat to facilitate construction
within the PAD will result in releases of stored carbon. Carbon storage is a key ecosystem service provided by
mangroves which would be completely removed by the PAD. There are significant emissions with respect to site
clearance and land conversion activities (which are now captured in the Cayman Island’s Greenhouse Gas
Emissions inventory under the Land Use Change sector). The development would contribute to the local heat
island effect given the extent of hardscape planned (90% site coverage) and minimal retention of established
greenfields.
The effects of climate change on the Proposed Development are most likely to be related to storm events and
sea level rise. The Cayman Islands will experience continued and accelerated sea level rise and more intense but
fewer rain events, which could affect the Proposed Development. The Caribbean region sea level changes have
been near the global mean. Larger sea level changes and increased hurricane intensity have been observed in
the post-2000 period. North Caribbean has slightly higher projected values with regional projection up to 38 cm
for 2045-2065 relative to the 1986-2005 levels. There is a potential upper limit of 1560 cm by 2100 under a high
emissions scenario non-aligned with the Paris Agreement.1 There is increased risk of coastal and inland flooding
especially from removal of high-quality scarce mangrove forest and associated risk to a significant amount of
planned assets within the PAD.
Climate change will be required to be assessed in the EIA. The EIA will be required to include a section on
compliance with national laws and policies including the National Energy Policy (2017-2037) which covers this
PAD’s time horizon, specifically addressing strategic action 3.4.9.1 to track the rate of development and loss of
habitat and 3.4.9.2. to collect the relevant data to calculate sectoral and per capita greenhouse gas emissions.

Socio-Economics
Socio-economics refers to the analysis of how economic activity affects how societies progress, stagnate or
regress because of their local or regional economy, or the global economy.
There is a lack of demonstrated need for the project as well as adverse impacts to existing buildings and market
sectors. The two main socio-economic considerations with the Proposed Development are i) the socio-economic
effects of such a large, dense development, and ii) the effects the Proposed Development will have on Seven
Mile Beach including the loss of public beach access.
Effects on Existing Businesses
The negative effects of COVID-19 on the global, regional and local travel industry have been unprecedented.
Given the large number of uncertainties around COVID-19 restrictions and reopening strategy, forecasting future
hotel demand is extremely challenging. The availability of a vaccine that can be quickly and widely administered,
coupled with consumer confidence to travel and reduced infection rates in other countries, is key to tourism
recovery. Recovery of the tourism industry on a whole is likely to be slow and it is difficult to predict the
timescales for recovery of the hotel tourism market in the Cayman Islands. COVID-19 has accelerated the
adoption of digital collaboration tools and reduced the need for face-to-face meetings. This is likely to have longterm business implications for travel demand and need for conference facilities.

1

CSG Mona-USI/Caribbean Development Bank. (April 2020). The State of the Caribbean Climate.
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Further, the draft National Planning Framework recognises that “the growth of tourism in the Cayman Islands,
particularly the development of large hotels and condos along Seven Mile Beach, can appear to dominate the
streetscape and create a perception that overdevelopment is occurring” (section 12, P.100). Goal 1 of the
Tourism chapter includes the following action items:



Ensure that future tourist accommodation is deemed necessary and designed with long term goals in
mind.
Applications should be accompanied by a market analysis that illustrates demand for the proposed
development.

The National Tourism Plan (2019-2023) conducted situation analysis which revealed that there is an overreliance
on coastal and marine attractions, which is presenting considerable stress to a few key attractions, such as
Stingray City, Seven Mile Beach and Cayman Turtle Centre. The spatial distribution of impacts from visitation in
Grand Cayman are highly concentrated in the western districts of George Town and West Bay. The districts of
Bodden Town, North Side and East End are receiving lower levels of visitation and hence less pressure on tourist
attractions (Annex A). The Tourism Plan does not include the objective or goal of further hotel development on
the western side of Grand Cayman, instead it notes that the growth in demand for “alternative
accommodations” is an important source of competitive advantage for the Cayman Islands, given the Island’s
significant inventory of vacation homes and condominiums. The Plan notes that the country has an opportunity
to attract visitors looking for unique and distinctive accommodation, with substantial unexploited potential for
the development of small and micro tourism-related businesses, guest houses, boutique hotels and home
sharing accommodation facilities especially in less-visited areas (East End, North Side, Bodden Town, Cayman
Brac, and Little Cayman) (Strategy 2.5).
RB5 The Road Back to 500K Air Arrivals Strategic Tourism Plan, Reassessed Goal 2 states “There is significant
economic fallout for many small businesses and some larger ones. The focus will now be on helping tourism
enterprises to recover and survive when the country reopens. It will not be possible to save all businesses, but
urgent efforts will be made to assess and provide support, where feasible. The nature of the support referred to
in item (5) will be adjusted so that while focus remains on developing some new businesses there will be a
concerted effort to support existing ones.”
Item 5 above refers to “Facilitate and attract development of small and micro tourism-related businesses,
boutique hotels, vacation homes, and other non-traditional accommodations services in priority sustainable
development areas.”
Appendix 3 of RB5 lists potential and approved/incomplete projects likely to come online that could saturate
Grand Cayman’s accommodation market at a time when there will be increased competition between
destinations and on-island as tourism recovers.
The Proposed Development is proposed to include 4,480 hotel rooms within multiple hotels. This is equivalent to
the capacity of 16 Hotel Indigos or Kimpton Seafire resorts. Given the current struggles faced by small and micro
tourism-related businesses due to the closure of the borders, there will be severe adverse impacts on those
small businesses as they attempt to recover in a landscape dominated by Dart-owned hotels. The development
of the PAD will cause the draining of the viability of other shopping areas and hotels, and the consolidation of
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consumer product companies (i.e. there will be fewer choices when one large business dominants the market).
In the current climate, existing local businesses are likely to be cash-poor and will struggle to regain footing as
the tourism industry recovers.
Given the extremely dense scale of development, there could be adverse effects for example, prices at local
existing tourist accommodations could decline which would result in adverse effects for existing providers, and
the proposals may result in a high influx of tourists beyond which is currently planned for increasing the stress
on our infrastructure (roads, waste management etc.).
There are likely to be significant adverse impacts on socio-economics.
Impact on Seven Mile Beach and Access
There are no public beach accesses proposed in the PAD.
The Development and Planning Regulations state:
“Where planning permission is granted for a development in a Beach Resort/Residential zone which has a
frontage of two hundred feet or more, the Authority shall ensure that a public right of way to the sea is set aside
and dedicated; such a right of way shall be a minimum of six feet wide for every two hundred feet of frontage or
part thereof, and may be within an area set aside for setbacks”
The National Tourism Plan 2019-2023 states that Seven Mile Beach public access areas experience massive
overcrowding when cruise ships arrive and impact the overall visitor experience. Visitor satisfaction in Grand
Cayman was surveyed and the National Tourism Plan states, “10 percent of visitors mentioned how crowded
Seven Mile Beach can be in their reviews and another 3% mentioned unmanaged vendors. It is estimated that
Seven Mile Beach received over 1 million visitors a year, so these percentages become quite significant given its
status as one of the main attractions for the destination.”
In addition, it states, “Public beach management was identified as a critical objective by public and private sector
stakeholders alike. While some progress has already been made, additional efforts are needed to improve the
visitor experience, for both residents and visitors, and promote the development of public beaches as important
tourist attractions and drivers of visitor spending throughout the islands.”
The draft National Planning Framework states, “Significant growth along the Seven Mile Beach corridor has led to
the development of a number of tall buildings while increasing traffic on the main route through the area - West
Bay Road - has led to the construction of a parallel highway; the Esterley Tibbetts Highway. It is important
therefore that the future land-use and infrastructure for Seven Mile Beach is properly planned, for both the short
and long-range future. This will help to ensure that Seven Mile Beach remains an attractive place for both visitors
and residents.”
Section 5.1, Goal 1 of the draft National Planning Framework states that to achieve the objective of properly
planned land-use and infrastructure in the Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor one of the action items is to carry
out a capacity modelling exercise to determine potential growth within Seven Mile Beach, based on current and
alternative land use zoning. The Department of Planning is preparing a Seven Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area
Plan which is designed to provide the proper planning tools to ensure that the Seven Mile Beach Tourism
Corridor remains vibrant both socially and economically.
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According to the 2017 Beach Access Report by the Lands and Survey Department, there are 25 existing beach
accesses (as shown on Figure 5) located within the PAD area, namely:
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Unregistered SMB14 through the former Calico Jacks;
Unregistered SMB15 at the north of the former Calico Jacks;
SMB16, SMB17, SMB18, and SMB19 which are unregistered beach accesses at the location of the
‘designated beach’ for the proposed Hotel Indigo;
SMB20, SMB21, SMB22, SMB23, SMB24, SMB25, SMB26 which were unregistered beach access from
the Old West Bay Road to the beach and have now been lost due to the presence of the Kimpton Seafire
Resort;
Registered 6’ pedestrian right of way which has been blocked by the Kimpton Seafire Resort;
SMB27 and SMB28 which are unregistered beach accesses blocked by the Kimpton Seafire Resort;
Unregistered SMB29 which is an accessible beach access via the end of Raleigh Quay;
A registered 12’ public right of way at the end of Raleigh Quay (the only public beach access shown on
the PAD);
Unregistered SMB33, SMB34, and SMB35 which are at the site of the former Tiki Beach;
Unregistered SMB36, SMB37, SMB38, SMB39 and SMB40 which were accessible from the old West Bay
Road, however as this road has been blocked off for vehicular access, they can still be accessed by
pedestrians; and
Unregistered and currently blocked beach access SMB41 which is located within Block 10E Parcel 54
(north of Coral Reef House which is not within the PAD).

Figure 5. The beach access locations from the Beach Access Report 2017. The outline of the PAD is in red.
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The existing buildings within the PAD have resulted in the loss of a number of these beach accesses, including
loss of a registered right-of-way by the Kimpton Seafire Resort. It is understood that there are ongoing legal
challenges surrounding these and other beach accesses.
The PAD is silent on the provision of public beach access. If the Applicant included the minimum number of
beach accesses required for 2,330 feet of linear coast, a minimum of 11 beach access would have to be
provided. With no public beach accesses proposed and given the loss of public beach access via the existing
buildings within the PAD, it is likely that the Proposed Development will exclude existing users of the beach. The
right to beach access is key to Caymanian culture and heritage.
The Mission Statement in the National Culture and Heritage Policy and Strategic Plan 2017-2026 states, “The
mission of the National Culture & Heritage Policy and Strategic Plan for the Cayman Islands 2017- 2026 is
fostering the freedom and inclusion of cultural expression and creativity; preserving and safeguarding
Caymanian heritage and ensuring sustainable development for all aspects of Cayman's diverse culture.” There
are number of relevant policies for this development, including:
Policy






Policy Direction 1: Ease of access to, and the right to take part in, cultural life in all forms of cultural
expressions and activities, for every individual. The PAD will result in the loss of beach access and
therefore a decreased ease of access to this part of culture and heritage.
Policy Direction 5: Ensuring the place of culture and heritage in development. This policy explicitly states,
 The rate of development will be tempered with due consideration for all aspects of our culture and
heritage.
 A development ethos will be encouraged to take into account the wisdom of generational Caymanian
leadership voice.
 National culture and heritage entities and those not directly addressing these mandates will work in
synergy regarding/concerning development in other agendas such as health, education,
infrastructure, the built environment, natural environment, social well-being, agriculture etc.
Policy Direction 7: Enhancing the role of culture and heritage in social and economic development
agenda.

Plan


Policy Direction 5: Ensuring the place of culture and heritage in development
 Problem Statement I – Generational Caymanians often feel the rate and magnitude of development
is detracting from the traditional Caymanian way of life.
 Problem Statement III – Insufficient consideration for the aesthetics of our cultural heritage.
 Strategic Aim 7: Provide guidance to relevant Government agencies and private-sector initiatives, to
maintain integrity with aesthetics for temporary and permanent developments.
 Policy Direction 7: Enhancing the role of culture and heritage in economic and social development
agendas.

The EIA will be required to demonstrate how the PAD complies with these policies.
The Proposed Development will result in significant adverse impacts as a result of loss of beach access.
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With a proposed 4,480 hotel rooms, 1,194 residents within 398 condominiums, 203 residents in 58 house lots,
and 2 passengers per boat within 220 boat slips, there are likely to be severe overcrowding effects on Seven Mile
Beach. Therefore the problems are two-fold: the elimination of beach access for existing local residents and the
overcrowding via the introduction of 4,480 hotel rooms, 440 passengers in boats, and 1,397 residents in new
developments. There will likely be overspill of these introduced beach users (e.g. onto Public Beach which is
directly adjacent to the Proposed Development) driving existing local residents further from Seven Mile Beach.
Under the ForCayman Investment Alliance1,2,3 in 2014, a new public beach was proposed to be created at south
of the intersection at Yacht Drive (as shown in Figure 6) and that this land, currently owned by Dart, would be
given to the Cayman Islands Government for use as a public beach. In some press releases, all the public beach
accesses were to be combined into one new parcel used as a new public beach in lieu of access through the
existing site.4 This has never materialised and this site is now part of the PAD and proposed as part of the Hotel
District. During a meeting between Dart and the Department of Environment, the applicant indicated that a
beach bar would be put here – not the additional public beach which was promised in 2014.

Figure 6. A 2014 figure from the ForCayman Investment Alliance which shows that an additional public beach
was proposed to be transferred from Dart to the Crown, which is now proposed to form part of the Proposed
Development which has no public beach accesses.
In addition, the view from the Esterley Tibbetts Highway over the PAD site, is one of the last remaining views of
the sea from the road. Development along the highway and along West Bay Road has resulted in the blocking of
views of the sea. The sea is an important part of cultural heritage in Cayman. Many jurisdictions implement
protected views (e.g. London implemented ‘St Paul’s Heights’ in 1939 to protect and enhance important local
views of St Paul’s Cathedral) however Cayman does not have any relevant legislation that protects important
1

ForCayman Investment Alliance (2014) Fact Sheet West Bay Corridor Projects 140711
Cayman News Service (9 April 2011) Dart to Break Ground On Road. Retrieved from:
http://archive.caymannewsservice.com/2011/09/05/dart-to-break-ground-on-road/
3
Cayman Compass (9 July 2012) More details on ‘ForCayman’ deal emerge. Retrieved from:
https://www.caymancompass.com/2012/07/09/more-details-on-forcayman-deal-emerge/
4
Cayman Compass. (17 June 2011) Retrieved from: https://www.caymancompass.com/2011/06/17/another-public-beachfor-west-bay-road/
2
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views of the sea. While the legislation may not exist, the National Culture and Heritage Policy Direct 5 Strategic
Aim 7 speaks to maintaining integrity of aesthetics for temporary and permanent developments. Therefore,
although this is a loss to the cultural heritage, it is not required to be assessed further however must be
discussed in the EIA when reviewing the relevant policies. In addition, an illustrative scheme must be provided in
the EIA which will give an idea of how the proposed density of development could be accommodated in the PAD
zones and what it may look like from key vantage points.

Transport
The Proposed Development will generate significant volumes of traffic. This is likely to be required to be
assessed further in the EIA, pending the outcomes of discussions between the Applicant and the National Roads
Authority. Transport may be required to be assessed in the EIA. This will be discussed further in the Scoping
Opinion.

Waste
The PAD Development Statement includes a waste management strategy which indicates that the maximum
permissible development within the PAD will generate 4.3% of the total current waste flow to the George Town
Landfill. The submitted Waste Management Strategy requires further discussion with the Department of
Environmental Health and may be required to be assessed in the EIA. This will be discussed further in the
Scoping Opinion.

Water Quality
The Proposed Development is expected to be connected to the Cayman Water Company’s infrastructure. The
entire PAD will also be connected to the Water Authority’s wastewater collection system. Geothermal cooling is
proposed for the Hotel Indigo and it is not known whether additional geothermal cooling will be included within
the PAD. If additional geothermal cooling is included within the PAD, it may require assessment in the EIA.
Groundwater abstraction and discharge require permits from the Water Authority. It is expected that the above
can be resolved with their respective utility.
There is a canal extension proposed under the Esterley Tibbetts highway and will result in the island being only
750 feet wide at this location. This will be the thinnest part of the Island separating the North Sound from the
Seven Mile Beach waterbody. The distance at the Arvia development in Grand Harbour is 1,025 feet, the distance
at the Ritz Carlton Hotel is 1,100 feet and the distance between the former Hyatt Canal and Seven Mile Beach is
920 feet. The canal is facing into the prevailing wind direction. In addition, there are 220 marine slips proposed
(it is not clear from the PAD whether these will all be new slips or whether they include the existing Cayman
Islands Yacht Club slips). Further assessment of water quality is required to ensure that there are no significant
adverse impacts on the environment..
A Water Quality study is required to ensure that the final design and installation of the canals does not result in
water quality issues such as reduced oxygen levels, nutrient issues, excessive algae growth, issues with run-off
into the canals and debris accumulation at the downwind end of the canals.
Water quality is required to be studied as part of the EIA, with the scope to be determined with the input of
the Water Authority.
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Cumulative Effects
Ten storey buildings along Seven Mile Beach are becoming more and more common and the nature of Seven
Mile Beach is changing. The proposed development will be visually prominent and with future cumulative
development, there will also be visual amenity effects, as the view of Seven Mile Beach from the beach, from the
water and from West Bay Road will change from low-rise to high-rise. This should be considered as part of the
EIA.

Conclusions
The Proposed Development does require an EIA to establish the environmental effects of the Proposed
Development, review and propose mitigation for those environmental effects and to establish the need for
such land-use and activities at this location.
There are predicted to be major significant adverse effects due to:
 Total loss of protected species including at least 40 acres of mangroves (Part 2 Schedule 1 Protected Species),
the birds (Part 1 Schedule 1 Protected Species) and other species that it supports;
 Adverse impacts on sea turtle critical habitat and sea turtle nesting beaches;
 Loss of public access to Seven Mile Beach;
 Adverse impacts on water quality from the proposed canal & marina development;
 Adverse socio-economic impacts as a result of 4,480 hotel rooms in multiple hotels, 398 condominiums, 58
house lots, and 100,000 square feet of new retail spaces and a 220 slip marine and fuel station; and
 Adverse climate change impacts on and resulting from the proposed development.
In addition, the EIA should include all coastal works components (i.e. docks on crown property and removal of
beach rock) which form a fundamental part of the Proposed Development.
After considering the Screening Opinion detailed above, the NCC is required to issue its decision to the
originating entity on the requirement for an EIA, pursuant to Section 43 (1).
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Screening Opinion for the Proposed Aster MedCity Planned Area Development
31 March 2021
Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) notes that all
activities listed in Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required.
The Proposed Development, Aster MedCity Planned Area Development (PAD), includes a 160-bed hospital (with
future expansion up to 500 beds), senior care housing, medical college, residences, mixed-use development,
parking, an internal road network, landscaped areas and two lakes. It falls within the National Conservation
Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) Schedule 1 (13) as a Hospital
(Institutional Developments or Facilities).
The proposed PAD site is located on the western side of the Esterley Tibbetts Highway, south of Batabano Rd. in
West Bay. The applicant has indicated that the proposal includes a number of sustainability measures including
use of alternative renewable energy sources, a water capture and grey water re-use programme, use of native
vegetation for landscaping, on site independent sewage treatment and disposal, and a recycling scheme.
Approximately 22 acres of primary tidally flooded mangrove forest habitat remain on the site which adjoins a
larger surrounding area of mangroves to the west. The planning application was considered against the
screening criteria outlined in the EIA Directive and it was determined that there are key aspects of the Proposed
Development missing in the Applicant’s submission. Additional information should be required prior to
determination, including:





Details of the proposed compensatory mitigation for the 22 acres of primary habitat that will be cleared,
to ensure ‘no net loss’ of mangrove wetland habitat, together with a comprehensive landscaping plan
for the application site. The compensatory mitigation plan shall be submitted to the NCC for approval;
A comprehensive storm water management plan;
A needs assessment to demonstrate the need for a further medical facility of this type and medical
college/university. This assessment should consider the likely socio-economic effects of the
development, including: potential local job creation both during construction and operation; training
and education opportunities; economic activity in the area; anticipated housing supply requirements for
staff and residents of the facilities and medical college; potential demand on community services and
the impacts of this project on other existing medical facilities etc., and



A comprehensive waste management assessment to determine the likely amount and type of waste
generated, the impact on the existing landfill and road network, opportunities for reduction, reuse and
recycling of waste; and assessing management and disposal methods for hazardous waste.

The Department of Environment is of the opinion that the Proposed Development does not require an EIA
however the above mentioned additional submissions should be required in order to adequately assess the
proposal.

Introduction
The process for determining whether an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is needed is a statutory process
that is governed by the National Conservation Law (NCL). This first stage, where the relevant authorities decide
if a development is an EIA development (i.e. requires an EIA) is called screening.
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) issued under
section 3(12) (j) and which has effect under section 43(2) (c) of the NCL, notes that all activities listed in Schedule
1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in sections 2 to 3 of Schedule 1 of the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required. The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 1, i.e. a hospital
development.
The screening criteria include:




The type and characteristics of a development;
The location of a development; and
The characteristics of the potential impact.

These screening criteria have been considered with respect to the Proposed Development in order to determine
whether an EIA is required.

The Site
The site is located on a 39 acre area of Parcels 4D117, 4D511, 5C79, 5C330 9A103 & 9A155, west of the Esterley
Tibbetts Highway south of West Bay. The application proposal details subdivision of the parcels to create a PAD
application parcel but this has not been undertaken yet. The site location is shown on Figure 1. The site has a
mixed habitat cover of previously man-modified areas, filled areas with MRCU dyke roads, areas of water (ponds
and dykes), and approximately 22 acres of primary tidally flooded mangrove forest (as shown in figures 1 and 2
below). The tidally flooded mangrove forest on the site also adjoins a larger surrounding wetland area of
mangroves to the west which borders a residential area. These mangroves are the primary ecological resource
of the site, the impact to which will be discussed further in the section ‘Ecology’ below. Mangroves are
protected under the National Conservation Law (2013), following the passage of the Mangrove Conservation
Plan (2020).
The man-modified area in the southern area of the site was historically cleared, partially filled and excavated to
allow for the installation of a Mosquito Research and Control Unit dyke and access roads as shown in the below
figures 1 and 2. The northern cleared and filled area is now the site of the active plant nursery.

Figure 1: Aerial imagery of the site (outlined in blue) showing the existing plant nursery to the north-east of the
site and the cleared and filled MRCU dyke roads (Source: LIS 2018)

Figure 2: A terrestrial habitat map showing the landcover types within the site (DOE: 2021)

Proposed Development
Description of the Proposed Development
The Proposed Development, the Aster MedCity Planned Area Development (PAD), includes a 160-bed hospital
(with potential future expansion up to 500 beds), senior care housing, medical college, residences, mixed-use
development, parking, an internal road network, landscaped areas and two lakes. The proposal is to cater for
the medical tourism market.

Planning History
A planning application was recently made for the clearing and filling of part of the site (P21-0155) however the
DOE recommended in its review of this application that it be held in abeyance until the PAD application is
determined. It would be premature to clear the site, thus degrading it, prior to securing permission for its
development. The only planning applications for this site made in the past were those made for the nursery
development including a planning application for a greenhouse, approved in 1997 along with a sign for the site
in 2011.

Characteristics of Potential Impact
The baseline conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Development and any likely significant effects
have been qualitatively assessed for each of the below environmental aspects.

Air Quality
There is no known baseline data for air quality at the site, however, it is likely that the air quality in this area is
fair with the only existing impacts to the site being derived from the Esterley Tibbetts Highway to the immediate
east of the site. There are no large scale industrial land uses to the prevailing upwind of the site which could
contribute to poor air quality. It is proposed that some internal travel will be undertaken using golf carts to
reduce the reliance on cars, allowing for the utilisation of electricity powered carts to be used and powered by
renewable energy sources such as solar power, thus reducing the carbon footprint of the development and
emissions from vehicles.
An incinerator for the medical facility’s bio hazardous waste is proposed for the development, which may create
a significant point sources of emissions. The application submission should include the relevant emissions
regulations that the facility will conform to. These need to be established and agreed with the Department of
Environmental Health, in accordance with their standards and regulations.
Although the proposal cites the use of renewable energy sources such as solar power, which would reduce the
development’s overall air quality impacts on the macro climate, the submission has not provided information on
the scale or percentage of energy that will be generated from these sources. The application also contains no
explanation and assessment of the principles of sustainable development relating to building efficiency which
will be followed e.g. low carbon design principles (e.g. LEED building efficiency certifications). This information
should ideally be indicated by the applicant in this stage of the application process.
It is assumed that the back-up generators will also be included in the future development applications, as is
common with large scale developments requiring electrical power resilience. Given that the use of generators

will likely be infrequent, there is unlikely to be a significant effect on air quality from point-source emissions
associated with the Proposed Development.
Subject to compliance with relevant regulations and standards agreed with the Department of Environmental
Health, the development is unlikely to have a significant effect on Air Quality.

Climate Change
According to predicted scenarios, climate change is likely to have significant impacts on the Cayman Islands
including the proposal site in the future. The Cayman Islands are inherently vulnerable to climate change
because of the small size, remoteness, low-lying areas and other environmental factors, demography and
economy1.
The Proposed Development is likely to both contribute to climate change and be affected by climate change
during construction and operation. There will be vehicle movements and resource consumption associated with
construction and operation. However, embedded mitigation measures have been proposed including the use of
solar power, rainwater harvesting, on-site sewage treatment and grey-water capture, and the planting of native
species for landscaping.
The proposal includes the removal of 22 acres of mangrove habitat. Mangroves are among the most carbon-rich
tropical forests in the world. Mangrove and peat swaps are tremendous carbon stores. The removal of the
mangroves and the removal of peat to facilitate construction within the PAD will result in releases of stored
carbon. Carbon storage is a key ecosystem service provided by mangroves which would be completely removed
by the PAD. The applicants should therefore be required to mitigate against this loss by providing compensatory
mangroves for protection (see Ecology section).
The effects of climate change on the Proposed Development are most likely to be related to storm events and
sea level rise. The Cayman Islands will likely experience a sea level rise and more intense but fewer rain events,
which could affect the Proposed Development2 especially in regards to storm water management as the site is
low lying wetland. There are not considered to be likely significant effects with respect to climate change.

Ecology
Although some of the site is man-modified there is a large area of tidally flooded mangrove wetland (as shown
in figures 1 and 2 above); mangroves are protected under Schedule 1, Part 2 of the National Conservation Law
(2013) and the Mangrove Conservation Plan (2020). They also provide ecological services including provision of
habitat for species including birds which are protected under Schedule 1 Part 1 of the National Conservation
Law. The cumulative loss of mangroves on the western end of Grand Cayman has been a major issue over the
last few decades due to development. Since 1976, 72% of all the mangroves on the west side of Grand Cayman
have been lost (as shown in figure 3 below), making preservation of the remaining areas of key importance. The
application submission has not included any ecological assessment information.
The proposed clearing of mangroves and filling of the site will destroy habitat for many Part 1 Schedule 1
Protected Species, including:

1

National Climate Change Committee. (2011). Achieving a Low Carbon Climate-Resilient Economy: Cayman Islands’ Climate
Change Policy (draft).
2
Climate Studies Group. (2014). Climate Profile for the Cayman Islands. The University of the West Indies for Smith Warner
International Ltd.







West Indian Whistling-duck (Dendrocygna arborea);
Greater Antillean Grackle (Quiscalus niger);
Cayman Parrot (Amazona leucocephala caymanensis);
White–crowned Pigeon (Patagioenas leucocephala); and
Snowy Egret (Egretta thula).

Obligations under the RAMSAR Convention (1971)
The Cayman Islands is a party to the Ramsar Convention, which embodies the commitments of its member
countries to maintain the ecological character of their Wetlands of International Importance and to plan for the
"wise use", or sustainable use, of all of the wetlands in their territories. The concept of “wise use” seeks to
ensure that a balance of uses is achieved which will deliver ecosystem, economic and social/cultural benefits
over the long term. Grand Cayman wetlands provide the following vitally important ecosystem services:








supporting the diversity and abundance of plants and animals, and providing important habitat and
refuges for many migratory, rare, or threatened species;
forming part of natural hydrological cycles, providing water passage and storage;
nutrient cycling and improving water quality by trapping nutrients and sediments;
flood mitigation and providing coastal protection against destructive natural events, such as storms
surges and hurricanes;
supporting species to adapt to the effects of climate change by providing refugia and landscape
connectivity;
contributing to the sequestration and storage of carbon, to mitigate against climate change;
contributing to the well-being of people through landscape diversity, heritage values, aesthetic appeal
and recreation.

Against this background of our international obligations, the objective of “working towards the wise use of
wetlands” and “sustainable use” must be considered when reviewing this application.
The applicant has provided no mitigation for the loss of approximately 22 acres of wetlands. It is internationally
recognized best-practice that, if after comprehensive consideration it is deemed appropriate to release
wetlands for development, there should be ‘no net loss’ of wetlands. This objective can be achieved through
compensatory mitigation provided by an applicant/developer. Such mitigation should ensure that the
“equivalency” of wetland gains and losses from on-site and off-site and in-kind and out-of-kind mitigation is
appropriately determined. Whilst every proposal is different, it is common-practice to apply a “mitigation
compensation ratio” that establishes the number of acres of mitigation required per acre of wetland impact.
The mitigation ratio differs from case to case based on the characteristics of the impacted wetland and whether
the proposed mitigation involves wetland creation, restoration, enhancement or conservation. Mitigation can
be provided through on-site mitigation, perhaps by the designation of areas of mangroves to remain or
otherwise, and/or off-site mitigation.
As there are no local guidelines on the amount of off-site mitigation for developments such as this, we would
note that a local precedent has been set for a compensatory ratio of 19:1. As indicated in a letter from the thenMinistry of Tourism, Environment, Development and Commerce dated 6 May 2003, for the development of
what became Camana Bay, a mitigation ratio of 19 to 1 was agreed for the loss of mangroves and seagrass. As
part of the approval for the Camana Bay canals, the Applicant agreed off-site mitigation and swapped land in
the Central Mangrove Wetland and Barkers. These lands later became protected areas under the NCL as a form

of off-site mitigation. The Proposed Development offers no mitigation. The granting of planning permission
should only be contemplated if the applicant is requested to provide a mitigation proposal to the National
Conservation Council for approval, to deliver ‘no net loss’ of mangrove habitat.
Although the proposal outlines that it will make ‘use of existing water features’ it includes no detail of measures
to retain any of the existing mangroves or other vegetation into the landscaping and no specific details of the
stormwater management plan have been included which may include the preservation of wetland areas in order
to utilise their water storage capacities in water retention areas. The proposed lakes on the landscaping plan do
not align with existing waterbodies on the site. In master planning this site the DoE is concerned that the
appropriate consideration and integration of natural resources into the overall PAD has been neglected.
The applicant has indicated that the landscaping will use native plants where possible, which will offer some
mitigation for the loss of native vegetation, but it will not deliver the ecosystem services that the mangrove
habitat provided.

Figure 3: An aerial image showing mangrove area loss on the western end of Grand Cayman since 1976
(Source: LIS 2018 and DOE 2018)

Flood Risk and Water Quality
The site is low-lying tidally flooded mangroves which currently serve as a sink for storm water run-off in the
area. The Proposed Development will result in the filling of these wetland areas and the creation of
impermeable surfaces that will increase the instance of surface water run-off and increase the requirement for
drainage. The applicant has proposed ‘a comprehensive storm water management plan’ in their submission to
collect surface water using ‘retention and detention ponds’, disposal directly into deep wells, and roof run-off
catchment systems to feed irrigation, non-potable water needs and fire cisterns. The Proposed Development
also includes an on-site sewage treatment works, which will prevent contamination or degradation of the
groundwater and present opportunities for the reuse of greywater. The proposal does not include any
information regarding use of permeable parking surfaces etc. to reduce the amount of surface water run-off.
DOE recommends that a comprehensive storm water management plan be completed at this stage to best
inform the assessment of this proposal and the design of the development, which could allow for the integration
of existing wetlands into the Plan.

Ground Conditions
The site has been subject to clearing and filling in the past in the southern area of the site which is encircled by a
MRCU dyke road and also in the northeast where the plant nursery is currently located. This may be a source of
potential ground contamination from the use of pesticides and fertilisers depending on the nature of the
material used but it is not considered likely to be significant. During construction, if gross contamination is
found, the applicant should liaise with the Water Authority.
The Proposed Development may potentially pose a risk of contamination from sewage treatment works, storage
of waste and the disposal of incinerator ash. Any point sources of contamination should be identified at this
stage and mitigation measures included in the proposal to ensure the limitation of their impacts.

Socio-Economics
The draft National Planning Framework (NPF): PlanCayman (2019) outlines the need to assess the Cayman
Islands’ requirement for institutional facilities including hospitals (section 3.5) and to ‘identify long-range
medical facility needs and identify potential locations for these facilities’ including senior health care facilities, in
consultation with the Ministry of Health (section 10.2).
Goal 1 of Objective 3.5 calls for an assessment of all institutional uses, which includes hospitals and educational
establishments, to determine the island’s future demands for these facilities. This assessment is also intended to
ensure that developments do not have a detrimental impact on adjoining land uses.
With respect to health care facilities, Section 10.2 of the draft NPF notes that there are three hospitals on Grand
Cayman – George Town Hospital (124 beds), CTMH Doctor’s Hospital (18 beds) and Health City (104 beds). The
proposed facility, at 160 beds (with the possibility of expansion up to 500 beds) will be the largest facility in the
Cayman Islands. Goal 1 of Objective 10.2 calls for the provision of sites for future medical facilities in
consultation with the Ministry of Health. The DoE reached out to the Ministry of Health who indicated that they
had not been involved in any policy level consultations for this proposal.
Given the scale of the proposal, it is premature to grant planning permission prior to completing a needs
assessment for the proposed facility. Such an assessment should be completed in order to guide the
determination of this application.

Although there is no specific socio-economic assessment as a part of this proposal, the Development Statement
outlines the benefits of provision of: ‘world class healthcare’, ‘assisted living facilities for our senior members of
society’, and ‘educational economic diversification’ creating opportunities for ‘Caymanians to pursue medical,
nursing and allied healthcare careers’. Although the focus of the proposal is to provide healthcare as medical
tourism it notes that it will also allow for the provision of ‘advanced services, especially at a tertiary and
quaternary care’.
The Proposed Development will likely have positive socio-economic effects; however, the effects of the
Proposed Development on local employment provision have not specifically been quantified in this proposal.
Information on how many jobs will be created during construction and for the various land uses postconstruction, training, economic activity in the area, housing supply for staff at the hospital and students at the
medical college/university, demand on community services and facilities (educational establishments, doctors,
dental clinics, recreational facilities etc.) as a result of the potential change in population and land use at the site
should be assessed in a socio-economic assessment.

Transport
The site is located at the northern extent of the Esterley Tibbetts Highway which generally experiences good
traffic flow and little/no congestion. It is a two lane road with significant capacity. However, despite the project
proposal mentioning that the project will cause ‘no accessibility or traffic compatibility issues’, the generation of
traffic may need to be considered in a Traffic Impact Assessment undertaken in consultation with the National
Roads Authority and the Central Planning Authority. National Roads Authority are best placed to assess
transport impacts.
During construction, there will be an increase in vehicle journeys including cars and Heavy Duty Vehicles (HDVs)
such as trucks, particularly for the delivery of aggregate to the site to fill the area. During operation, the majority
of journeys are likely to be taken by car although there may be some additional HDV trips including ambulance
use by the hospital.
The proposal includes the use of golf carts on site for internal traffic including the provision of specific lanes for
their use around the site. The combination of these and the provision of electricity by renewable energy systems
such as solar power will help to reduce the potential impact on the environment by reducing the carbon
footprint of the operation of the development. The proposal has not included any sustainable transport
measures such as the use of buses for the site at this stage.

Waste Management
The PAD proposal has included ‘on site independent sewage disposal and sewage treatment facilities’ which will
incorporate ‘aggressive water capture and re-use for irrigation and other non-potable purposes’. Although no
details of this proposed system have been included in the application materials at this point this is considered an
ambitious goal which would significantly reduce the PAD’s impact on local infrastructure. The proposal also
mentions ‘comprehensive provisions for recycling’ to be incorporated into the development ‘space for which will
be designed from the outset’; however this has not yet been done.
The proposal also includes an onsite incinerator for the disposal of biohazardous waste from the medical
facilities as mentioned in the above section on air quality. The development proposal should include at this stage
a comprehensive waste assessment which would include the following:






determining the likely amount and type of waste which will be generated during the
construction and operation of the Proposed Development’
assessing the impact of waste on the existing landfill and road network’
identifying opportunities for reduction, reuse and recycling of waste during both construction
and operation of the Proposed Development’; and
assessing the impact and identifying management methods for hazardous waste arising from
the Proposed Development.

The specifications for the proposed incinerator should be agreed with the Department of Environmental Health.

Cumulative Effects
There are several other committed and proposed developments in the surrounding area, including several large
scale apartment and residential subdivision applications, which may give rise to cumulative effects including
impacts to stormwater management, traffic impacts and impacts to the ecology of the area due to the
continued loss of wetlands. Although these need to be taken into account for issues relating to potential impacts
to regional infrastructure and the wider environment, this should be addressed by regulators in policies such as
the Development Plan for the Cayman Islands rather than by the applicant.

Conclusions
The Development Proposal requires the submission of greater information in order to adequately assess the
likely effects of the development (both positive and adverse). The Proposed Development has included some
embedded mitigation and enhancement measures to reduce the environmental impact of the development,
however, the specific implementation of these has not been included in most instances. There are likely to be
beneficial effects due to the generation of employment and provision of medical education and training,
however there is limited quantification of these impacts.. Having considered the proposal detailed in the
planning application against the screening criteria outlined above, the Department of Environment (DoE) is of
the opinion that the proposed Planned Area Development does not require an EIA.
However, the DoE strongly recommends the following additional submissions be required from the applicant
prior to the determination of this proposal:







Details of the proposed compensatory mitigation for the 22 acres of primary habitat that will be cleared,
to ensure ‘no net loss’ of mangrove wetland habitat, together with a comprehensive landscaping plan
for the application site. The compensatory mitigation plan shall be submitted to the NCC for approval;
A comprehensive storm water management plan;
A needs assessment to demonstrate the need for a further medical facility of this type and medical
college/university. This assessment should consider the likely socio-economic effects of the
development, including: potential local job creation both during construction and operation; training
and education opportunities; economic activity in the area; anticipated housing supply requirements for
staff of the facilities and medical college; potential demand on community services and the impacts of
this project on similar existing medical facilities etc., and
A comprehensive waste management assessment to determine the likely amount and type of waste
generated, the impact on the existing landfill and road network, opportunities for reduction, reuse and
recycling of waste; and assessing management and disposal methods for hazardous waste.

After considering the Screening Opinion detailed above, the NCC is required to issue its decision to the
originating entity on the requirement for an EIA, pursuant to Section 43 (1).

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Director of Planning

YOUR REF: P21-0363

ATTN:

Marco Whittaker

FROM:

Director of Environment

SUBJECT:

Trio Architecture
One Gt Residence-Hotel 253,804 Sq. Ft. with 14,369 Sq. Ft.
Restaurants/Bars; Two Pools; and Propane Generator.
Block 14BH Parcel 167

DATE:

22 June 2021

Under delegated authority from the National Conservation Council (section 3 (13) of the National
Conservation Act, 2013), the Department of Environment offers the following comments for your
consideration.
Given the type of development (i.e. a hotel/resort development), the scale and the location of the
proposal, the project was screened for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) as outlined in
Schedule 1 of the National Conservation Council’s Directive for EIAs issued under section 3(12)(j)
and which has effect under section 43(2)(c) of the National Conservation Law. The Screening
Opinion is currently under consideration by the National Conservation Council and the Opinion
will be provided to the Department of Planning by Thursday 24 June following the Council’s
meeting on the 23rd June. The consideration of the Opinion was partly delayed by the recent reappointment of the National Conservation Council.
The main considerations for the proposal are the socio-economic aspects of the project and the
assessment of the need for a further 10-storey hotel development, particularly in the face of
significant economic uncertainty associated with COVID-19 and impact to the local tourist
industry. The DoE strongly recommends that a hotel needs assessment be carried out to determine
the suitability of hotels in this area as per the recommendations of the Draft National Planning
Framework.
With respect to the other potential socio-economics impacts, the draft National Planning
Framework acknowledges the need for a Central George Town Tourism Master Plan. Central
George Town is already densely developed with offices, retail and residential buildings over much
of its area and, although ten storey buildings are becoming more common north of this location
along Seven Mile Beach and now in Camana Bay, this proposal will be the first in the Central
George Town area.
The visual impact and overshadowing will be particularly significant on the surrounding land uses;
the house on the parcel to the North will only be setback approximately 26ft from the nearest point
of the hotel meaning it will cause severe adverse effects on the adjacent property from
overshadowing and overlooking. Required setbacks for 10 storey buildings should be carefully
considered for their potential impact; factors such as these may prove to be precedent-setting if the

application is approved. This plan should be used to inform applications for developments such as
this, particularly as the “General Commercial” land use zoning, which this site falls within, does
not include hotels as a permissible land use and the surrounding land uses (partly single family
dwellings) are at significant contrast to a large hotel development.
Impacts on traffic and parking should also be assessed in the planning application review. The
Proposed Development appears to have a shortfall of parking spaces based on those required for
the number of hotel rooms and the commercial space under the Planning Regulations. There are
many existing hotels which have issues related to parking, due to lack of parking provision and
undesirable parking along the road. With a shortfall, it is likely to worsen effects of parking in the
surrounding area as visitors to the hotel may park in other parking lots or may park unsafely on
roadsides. Similarly the impact of the Proposed Development on traffic in the area of central
George Town, which is already congested at peak traffic hours, is likely to significantly worsen
with the addition of road users from the Hotel.
There are no significant ecological concerns for the proposal as the site is man-modified, having
been developed previously and cleared of vegetation in recent years, it is therefore of limited
ecological value. No adverse ecological effects are predicted.
In the absence of the National Conservation Council’s EIA Screening Opinion, determination of
this application is deemed premature. The Screening Opinion will be provided to the Department
of Planning by Thursday 24 June. Further, the Department of Planning is developing a Central
George Town Tourism Master Plan as a part of the PlanCayman Planning Framework which would
include establishing guidelines for this scale of development in Central George Town. In the
absence of this masterplan, the Planning Regulations (2021) should be used to assess this
development. Under the current zoning, the proposal is at variance within the Regulations in a
number of regards. In addition, we recommend that a hotel needs assessment is carried out to
determine the need for hotels in this area. We strongly recommend that this study is completed and
the results are reviewed prior to determining this planning application.
Please do not hesitate to contact the Department should you require further assistance.
Director of Environment
Under Delegated Authority of the National Conservation Council

Screening Opinion for the Proposed Trio Architecture Hotel
18 June 2021
Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) notes that all
activities listed in Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required.
The Proposed Development, Trio Architecture Hotel, is a 10 storey development including 213 guestrooms, two
restaurants, a bar and two pools. As the Proposed Development is a hotel development, it was screened to
determine whether an EIA was required. Three potential areas of impact were identified: transport, socioeconomics and cumulative effects.
The main socio-economic consideration in relation to the Proposed Development is the need for a further 10storey hotel development, particularly in the face of great economic uncertainty associated with COVID-19. The
DOE recommends that a hotel needs assessment is carried out to determine the suitability of hotels in this area
as per the recommendations of the Draft National Planning Framework. With respect to the other potential
socio-economics impacts, the draft National Planning Framework acknowledges the need for a Central George
Town Tourism Master Plan. Central George Town is already densely developed with offices, retail and residential
buildings over much of its area. There are also some apartment complexes in George Town which provide tourist
accommodation and two hotels currently being constructed just north of Central George Town in the vicinity of
Dixie Cemetery and the Wharf Restaurant. This plan should be used to inform applications for developments
such as this, particularly as the “General Commercial” land use zoning, which this site falls within, does not
include hotels as a permissible land use.
Other implications should also be assessed in the planning application review, including the impacts on
surrounding land uses and the impact on traffic and parking due to the proposed number of parking spaces
provided in the development.
The Department of Environment is of the opinion that the Proposed Development does not require an EIA.

Introduction
The process for determining whether an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is needed is a statutory process
that is governed by the National Conservation Act (NCA). This first stage, where the relevant authorities decide if
a development is one requiring an EIA (i.e. requires an EIA), is called screening.
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) issued under
section 3(12) (j) and which has effect under section 43(2) (c) of the NCA, notes that all activities listed in
Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in sections 2 to 3 of Schedule 1 of the
Directive to determine whether an EIA may be required. The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 1, i.e.
a hotel development.
The screening criteria include:
•

The type and characteristics of a development;

•

The location of a development; and

•

The characteristics of the potential impact.

These screening criteria have been considered with respect to the Proposed Development in order to determine
whether an EIA is required.

The Site
The site is located at Block 14BH Parcel 167, on Goring Avenue in George Town. Figure 1 shows the site location.
The site has an area of approximately 1.16 acres and occupies an area of land surrounded predominantly by
single home residential parcels and nearby commercial developments such as Bayshore Mall and several small
office buildings. The parcel to the immediate south of the Proposed Development is a car parking area for
nearby businesses. The parcels to the immediate north and east are single family home residential properties.
The subject parcel is currently zoned as General Commercial. The site is man-modified and of low ecological
value. It was cleared prior to 1958 and was previously the site of small residences that have since been removed.

Figure 1. The site of the proposed Hotel (Source: LIS 2018)

Proposed Development
Description of the Proposed Development
The Proposed Development is a 10 storey hotel and residences with an additional basement level and roof
terrace. It will have 213 guestrooms, two restaurants, a bar and two pools. There is a covered outdoor seating
area associated with the rooftop bar and pool. The basement and ground floor and second floor include parking
for 83 cars which is a variance to the 140 spaces required according to the Planning Regulations. There do not
appear to be any provisions for additional parking off-site in the proposal. The Draft National Planning
Framework mentions parking in downtown George Town as being of a particular concern under section 6.5
Parking Standards, Goal 3.
The site is zoned for General Commercial use and falls within ‘General Commercial Zone 1’ defined in Schedule 3
of the Development & Planning Regulations (2021). Hotels are not listed as a permissible use in the zone. The
proposed building height of 129ft 3in exceeds the maximum permitted height of a building in General
Commercial Zone 1, whereby the height of the building shall not exceed ninety-one feet, or seven storeys, or the
height limitation prescribed by the Cayman Islands Airports Authority with regard to the flight approach zone
patterns of an airport, whichever is the less.

Planning History
The planning history of the site is limited to one recent application made in 2009 and approved in 2010 for a 4
storey office building. Although this application (record number P09-0201) was approved, the works were never
commenced for that project. The Applicant is proposing to maintain a pedestrian connector pathway through
the car park of the hotel in order to maintain an existing registered private right of way; it is unclear from the

application how often this is used and by whom, however “desire paths” (i.e. well-trodden trails through the
area) in the aerial imagery do indicate that it receives foot traffic.

Characteristics of Potential Impact
The baseline conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Development and any likely significant effects
have been qualitatively assessed for each of the below environmental aspects. Having due regard to air quality,
architectural and archaeological heritage, climate change, flood risk and water quality, ground conditions, noise
and vibrations, visual impact, daylight, sunlight and overshadowing, and transport, there are not considered to
be adverse environmental impacts in this area. With respect to climate change, the proposed development is set
back from the coast and therefore has low vulnerability to sea-level rise. However all structures in the Cayman
Islands will be susceptible to an increase in the intensity of storms and more intense but fewer rain events.1 The
plans note that the roof area has been designed for photovoltaic panels, providing a source of renewable energy
and helping to meet the goals of the National Energy Policy.

Ecology
This site is man-modified, having been developed previously and cleared of vegetation in recent years, it is
therefore of limited ecological value. No adverse effects are predicted.

Socio-Economics
Socio-economics refers to the analysis of how economic activity affects how societies progress, stagnate or
regress because of their local or regional economy, or the global economy. The main socio-economic
considerations with the Proposed Development is the need for a further 10-storey hotel development,
particularly in the face of great economic uncertainty associated with COVID-19.

The negative effects of COVID-19 on the global, regional and local travel industry have been unprecedented.
Given the large number of uncertainties around local and international COVID-19 restrictions and reopening
strategy, forecasting future hotel demand is extremely challenging. The availability of a vaccine that can be
quickly and widely administered, coupled with consumer confidence to travel and reduced infection rates in
other countries, is key to tourism recovery. Recovery of the tourism industry on a whole is likely to be slow and it
is difficult to predict the timescales for recovery of the hotel tourism market in the Cayman Islands. COVID-19
has also accelerated the adoption of digital collaboration tools and reduced the need for face-to-face meetings
and business travel, which is likely to have long-term implications for business travel demand and need for
conference facilities.
Further, the draft National Planning Framework recognises that “the growth of tourism in the Cayman Islands,
particularly the development of large hotels and condos along Seven Mile Beach, can appear to dominate the
streetscape and create a perception that overdevelopment is occurring” (section 12, P.100). Goal 1 of the
Tourism chapter includes the following action items:
•

1

Ensure that future tourist accommodation is deemed necessary and designed with long term goals in
mind.

Climate Studies Group. (2014). Climate Profile for the Cayman Islands. The University of the West Indies for Smith Warner
International Ltd.

•

Applications should be accompanied by a market analysis that illustrates demand for the proposed
development.

The National Tourism Plan (2019-2023) conducted situation analysis which revealed that the spatial distribution
of impacts from visitation in Grand Cayman are highly concentrated in the western districts of George Town and
West Bay. The districts of Bodden Town, North Side and East End are receiving lower levels of visitation and
hence less pressure on tourist attractions (Annex A). The Tourism Plan does not include the objective or goal of
further hotel development on the western side of Grand Cayman, instead it notes that the growth in demand for
“alternative accommodations” is an important source of competitive advantage for the Cayman Islands, given
the Island’s significant inventory of vacation homes and condominiums. The Plan notes that the country has an
opportunity to attract visitors looking for unique and distinctive accommodation, with substantial unexploited
potential for the development of small and micro tourism-related businesses, guest houses, boutique hotels and
home sharing accommodation facilities especially in less-visited areas (East End, North Side, Bodden Town,
Cayman Brac, and Little Cayman) (Strategy 2.5).
RB5 The Road Back to 500K Air Arrivals Strategic Tourism Plan, Reassessed Goal 2 states “There is significant
economic fallout for many small businesses and some larger ones. The focus will now be on helping tourism
enterprises to recover and survive when the country reopens. It will not be possible to save all businesses, but
urgent efforts will be made to assess and provide support, where feasible. The nature of the support referred to
in item (5) will be adjusted so that while focus remains on developing some new businesses there will be a
concerted effort to support existing ones.”
Item 5 above refers to “Facilitate and attract development of small and micro tourism-related businesses,
boutique hotels, vacation homes, and other non-traditional accommodations services in priority sustainable
development areas.” Appendix 3 of RB5 lists potential and approved/incomplete projects likely to come online
that could saturate Grand Cayman’s accommodation market at a time when there will be increased competition
between destinations and on-island as tourism recovers. Accordingly, there should be consideration of further
hotel development in the western part of Grand Cayman. Item 5 as detailed above refers to the need to support
boutique hotels, vacation homes, and non-traditional accommodation services, and the approval of a further 10
storey hotel goes against this policy.
However, it is also recognised that this area falls within the George Town Revitalisation Area. The Department is
not aware of any formal policy, strategy or plan which has been adopted for the George Town Revitalisation
Project following its identification as a goal in the Draft National Planning Framework (2018). Therefore, it is not
possible to evaluate whether this hotel is in line with any desired policy. However, it is acknowledged that one of
the aims of the project is to introduce more night-time usage into George Town; this project may be beneficial
to that aim.

Transport
The Proposed Development has 83 parking spaces. This is a shortfall of 57 compare to the 140 required parking
spaces based on those required for the number of hotel rooms and the commercial space under the Planning
Regulations. There are many existing hotels which have issues related to parking, due to lack of parking provision
and undesirable parking along the road. With a shortfall, it is likely to worsen effects of parking in the
surrounding area as visitors to the hotel may park in other parking lots or may park unsafely on roadsides.
Similarly the impact of the Proposed Development on traffic in the area of central George Town, which is already

congested at peak traffic hours, is likely to significantly worsen with the addition of road users from the Hotel.
However, we do not believe an EIA is required solely to address the issue of parking provision. A formal policy
for the development of George Town in line with the George Town Revitalisation Project should be developed.
The George Town Tourism Master Plan, referenced section 12.2 Tourism Land Use Policies in the Draft National
Planning Framework (2018), would better inform the potential impact of this kind of proposal alongside an
assessment of traffic impacts.

Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing and Overlooking
The Proposed Development has one solid massing and the adjacent properties to the north are one storey single
family homes. The Proposed Development has a solid face with balconies located 18 ft from the property
boundary, meaning only a 21ft proposed distance between the Hotel and the existing house and therefore a
fourfold variation between height and setback distance. The Proposed Development will likely cause severe
adverse effects on the adjacent property from overshadowing and overlooking, as the 10 storey building with
balconies and roof terraces will be very close to their boundary and other surrounding properties. A George
Town Tourism Master Plan should be used to consider whether this single massing is appropriate and if
proximity of buildings of such a height are acceptable.

Cumulative Effects
Although ten storey buildings are becoming more common north of this location along Seven Mile Beach and
now in Camana Bay, this proposal will be the first in the Central George Town area. The proposed development
will be visually prominent and with future cumulative development, there will also be visual amenity effects, as
the skyline of Central George Town will change. The visual impact and overshadowing will be particularly
significant on the surrounding land uses; the house on the parcel to the North will only be setback approximately
26ft from the nearest point of the hotel. Required setbacks for 10 storey buildings should be carefully
considered for their potential impact in the National Planning framework. Given the scale of this parcel it should
also be carefully considered if it is large enough to accommodate such a structure. All of these factors may prove
to be precedent-setting if the application is approved.

Conclusions
The DOE does not recommend the Proposed Development be the subject of an EIA. There are potential
significant impacts to the surrounding areas due to overshadowing, traffic, increased users of amenities and
precedent setting changes to the planning for this area, including variance to permitted building height and
provision of parking spaces. However, an EIA is not considered the most appropriate vehicle to assess these
effects. The Department of Planning is developing a Central George Town Tourism Master Plan as a part of the
PlanCayman Planning Framework which would include establish guidelines for this scale of development in
Central George Town. In the absence of this masterplan, the Planning Regulations (2021) should be used to
assess this development. Under the current zoning, the proposal is at variance within the Regulations in a
number of regards. In addition, we recommend that a hotel needs assessment is carried out to determine the
need for hotels in this area. We strongly recommend that this study is completed and the results are reviewed
prior to determining this planning application.

After considering the Screening Opinion detailed above, the NCC is required to issue its decision to the
originating entity on the requirement for an EIA, pursuant to Section 43 (1).

24 June 2021

Approval of Trio Hotel Screening Opinion
1) The Proposed Development, “Trio Architecture Hotel”, is a 10 storey development including 213
guestrooms, two restaurants, a bar and two pools. As the Proposed Development is a hotel development,
and in keeping with the National Conservation Council’s Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments
(EIAs), it was screened by the Department of Environment to determine whether an EIA was required.
2) At its preparatory workgroup session of 23 June 2021 the Council considered the Department of
Environment’s screening opinion.
a. The main areas of impact were identified as transport, socioeconomics and cumulative effects.
b. That a variety of other impacts and implications of the proposed development should be assessed
in the planning application review, including but not limited to
i. the need for a further 10-storey hotel development, particularly at this location and in the
context of the Draft National Planning Framework’s acknowledgement of the need for a
Central George Town Tourism Master Plan, existing tourism accommodation and two
hotels currently being constructed just north of Central George Town;
ii. that the “General Commercial” land use zoning, which this site falls within, does not
include hotels as a permissible land use and the impacts of the proposed development on
surrounding land uses, overshadowing and setback precedents; and
iii. the impact on traffic, and parking due to the proposed number of parking spaces
provided in the development.
c. That an EIA is not considered the most appropriate vehicle to assess these effects.
3) Council decided that an Environmental Impact Assessment was not required for this proposal. This
decision will need to be ratified at the next suitable General Meeting.
4) The Council takes this opportunity to remind the originating entities (The Department of Planning and the
Central Planning Authority) that a person aggrieved by a decision of the Council may appeal that decision
under section 39 of the Act and the originating entities should make such persons aware of this by their
usual and sufficient means.

John Bothwell – Manager, Legislation Implementation & Coordination Unit
Secretary, National Conservation Council
Email: John.Bothwell@gov.ky
Please see our website www.doe.ky.

24 June 2021

Approval of Swift’s Breakwater Screening Opinion
1) The proposed action is a Coastal Works Permit to construct a breakwater and a sargassum barrier on
Crown property adjacent to Block 10A Parcel 143. In keeping with the National Conservation Council’s
Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) it was screened by the Department of
Environment to determine whether an EIA was required.
2) At its preparatory workgroup session of 23 June 2021 the Council considered the Department of
Environment’s screening opinion. Particularly, but not exclusively, that the proposed coastal works:
a. comprise a breakwater designed by Smith Warner coastal engineers, which is intended to
reduce the accumulation of sargassum into the cove at the site;
b. will enclose an area of 0.23 acres of Crown property, will protrude 60 feet from the nearest
ironshore headland and therefore may be a barrier for people who are using the North Sound
for snorkelling, kayaking, and paddle boarding etc., and will have a visual impact;
c. will be precedent-setting on the coastline as there are numerous coves along this shoreline and
it is likely that there will be a proliferation of these structures if one is approved as the problem
of sargassum and other debris being carried by the predominating wind direction is not unique
to this property; and
d. would exacerbate the problem at adjoining properties by pushing the sargassum and other
debris up the coast.
e. That the proposed coastal works is accompanied by sufficient information to understand the
precedent and environmental effects of the proposal, so does not require an Environmental
Impact Assessment.
3) Council decided that an Environmental Impact Assessment was not required for this proposal. This
decision will need to be ratified at the next suitable General Meeting.
4) The Council takes this opportunity to remind the originating entities (The Ministry of Sustainability and
Climate Resiliency, and the Cabinet of the Cayman Islands) that a person aggrieved by a decision of the
Council may appeal that decision under section 39 of the Act and the originating entities should make
such persons aware of this by their usual and sufficient means.

John Bothwell – Manager, Legislation Implementation & Coordination
Unit
Secretary, National Conservation Council
Email: John.Bothwell@gov.ky
Please see our website www.Conservation.ky.

Screening Opinion for the Swift’s Breakwater
18 June 2021
Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) notes that all
activities listed in Schedule 1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required.
Angela and Malcom Swift – the Applicants – have applied for a Coastal Works Permit to construct a breakwater
and a sargassum barrier on Crown property adjacent to their property (Block 10A Parcel 143). The Applicants’
property is an undeveloped lot on the east side of Ironshore Drive in Vista Del Mar and is on the west coast of the
North Sound. There is a cove which collects debris and sargassum due to the prevailing winds. The proposed
coastal works comprise a breakwater designed by Smith Warner coastal engineers, which is intended to reduce
the accumulation of sargassum into the cove at the site.
The Department provided pre-application advice, which was that if the applicant intended to pursue this option
they should engage coastal engineers to design the structure to ensure that it would function as intended, not
adversely affect neighbours, minimise the effect on the environment and not negatively impact water quality
within the cove. The applicant submitted significant supporting information from Smith Warner to outline how
these requests have been addressed. The applicant has included a Design and Mitigation brief which outlines how
effects to the environment will be reduced during construction.
It is considered that the applicant has submitted sufficient information to understand the environmental effects
of the Proposed Coastal Works. However, there are a few aspects which remain of concern: visual impact and
socio-economics. The structure will enclose an area of 0.23 acres of Crown property because it includes the
breakwater and a sargassum barrier at the mouth of the cove. The structure will protrude 60 feet from the nearest
ironshore headland and therefore may be a barrier for people who are using the North Sound for snorkelling,
kayaking, and paddle boarding etc. Overall, it is considered that the structure will have a visual impact and will be
precedent-setting on the coastline.
The Proposed Coastal Works will also impact 4,230 sq feet of seagrass, which is a Part 2 Schedule 1 Protected
Species under the National Conservation Act. If Cabinet is minded to approve these works, we recommend a
condition is attached to the permit for seagrass relocation.

In addition, there are numerous coves along this shoreline and it is likely that there will be a proliferation of these
structures if one is approved. The coastline here (the west side of North Sound) naturally has frequent ironshore
coves. The problem of debris being carried by the predominating wind direction is not unique to this property.
These issues must be considered further before granting any permit.
Overall we consider that other options must be explored before approving a very large hard structure such as
the breakwater proposed. Nonetheless, with respect to the need to undertake further study of the
environment, in the form of an EIA, the Department of Environment is of the opinion that the Proposed
Coastal Works does not require an EIA.

Introduction
The process for determining whether an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is needed is a statutory process
that is governed by the National Conservation Act (NCA). This first stage, where the relevant authorities decide if
a development is an EIA development (i.e. requires an EIA) is called screening.
The National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) issued under
section 3(12) (j) and which has effect under section 43(2) (c) of the NCL, notes that all activities listed in Schedule
1 will be considered against the screening criteria outlined in sections 2 to 3 of Schedule 1 of the Directive to
determine whether an EIA may be required. The Proposed Coastal Works falls within Schedule 1, i.e. coastal works
to combat erosion and maritime works capable of altering the coast through the construction, for example, of
breakwaters, jetties, and other sea defence works.
The screening criteria include:




The type and characteristics of a development;
The location of a development; and
The characteristics of the potential impact.

These screening criteria have been considered with respect to the Proposed Coastal Works in order to determine
whether an EIA is required.

The Site and Planning History
The site (Block 10A Parcel 143) is a vacant lot located on the east side of Ironshore Drive in Vista Del Mar and the
west coast of the North Sound. The site has a cove which has been modified to include a concrete footpath and
railing surrounding the cove (Figure 1). The area directly within the cove has some sand, but the area under the
direct footprint of the structure is seagrass. Seagrass is a Part 2 Schedule 1 Protected Species under the National
Conservation Act. The prevailing winds are from the north-east and therefore sargassum and other debris tends
to collect along this coastline.
The Applicants contacted the Department of Environment in March 2019 as they had recently purchased the
parcel. As a result of this, we visited the site on 11 March 2019. During this visit we noted that there was evidence
that a sargassum barrier had been installed. The sargassum barrier itself was on land and appeared unusable and
there was rebar in the seabed, as shown in Figure 2.
No Coastal Works Permit was granted for the installation of the sargassum boom. The Ministry of Environment
enquired into the unpermitted boom. On 17 April 2019, the Department wrote to the Ministry of Environment
with respect to the unpermitted boom. Our conclusions were:





The Department was not aware that the sargassum boom had been installed until the Applicants
contacted us to discuss appropriate action.
The boom was already destroyed and could not be redeployed.
As the boom could not be redeployed, it was not considered appropriate to issue a Cease and Desist Order
or to require an After-the-Fact Coastal Works Permit.
It is unlikely that the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions would consider prosecution as being in
the public interest.



It appears the Applicants were unaware of the procedure for these installations and had now engaged
with us to develop a proper permitted solution.

Figure 1. The cove located at the site, which tends to collect debris.

Figure 2. The rebar pushed into the seabed (left) and the destroyed sargassum boom (right).

Proposed Coastal Works
Description of the Proposed Coastal Works
The proposed coastal works comprise a rock breakwater which will measure approximately 195 feet (65 yards) in
total length as shown in Figure 3. The base of the rock breakwater has a variable width depending on the
bathymetry and is between 20 and 24 feet (6.6 to 8 yards). The crest of the breakwater will be 6 feet in width with
sides sloped at a 1V:1.5H ratio. The average structure height is 9.5 feet. The structure will have a footprint of 4,320
ft2 (160 yd2). The proposed coastal works also include a sargassum boom at the entrance of the cove, and
therefore this will have the effect of enclosing the cove and privatising it. The area within the cove is approximately
10,000 sq ft (0.23 acres).
The structure has been designed with a 50-year return period, meaning it is able to withstand a 50-year storm
event. It will be constructed of locally washed boulders which will be washed off-site before transport. The
proposed structure and construction methodology has been designed by qualified coastal engineers at Smith
Warner International. The proposed works include:












Sourcing, washing, transporting and then stockpiling local boulders which are 3 feet to 4 feet in diameter,
Setting out the footprint of the structure by a licensed surveyor,
Using silt screens (turbidity curtains) to enclose the area of works and prevent impacts to the marine
environment,
Building a temporary access roadway in the structure footprint for a long arm excavator,
Installation of a navigation light,
Preparation of the seafloor and placement of a geotextile,
Shaping of the breakwater from the seaward end to the landward end to the correct breakwater slope
and elevation,
Installation of a sargassum barrier at the entrance to the cove,
A swim-through of the area to check for and clear debris,
Removal of the silt screens, and
Demobilisation.

Figure 3. The proposed coastal works structure including the breakwater (purple) and the sargassum barrier at the
mouth of the cove (green).

Characteristics of Potential Impact
The baseline conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Coastal Works and any likely significant effects have
been qualitatively assessed for each of the below environmental aspects.

Air Quality
Other than minor impacts during the construction phase (due to the use of heavy machinery on the site) there
are no anticipated impacts to air quality from the Proposed Coastal Works.

Architectural and Archaeological Heritage
There are no known architectural or archaeological features at the site.

Coastal Processes
Rock breakwater structures can impact adjacent beaches and potentially cause erosion. If not appropriately
designed, they can also fail to function as intended. For example, they could interrupt sediment transport, or
they could fail to exclude debris, or not properly flush and result in stagnant water. For this reason when the
Applicants advised the DoE they wished to apply for a hard structure, the Department of Environment
encouraged the Applicants to employ an engineer to design the structure.
Smith Warner International undertook the following scope of works:

•
•
•
•
•
•

Compilation of bathymetric data from navigational charts, physical survey transects and satellitederived bathymetry,
Extraction of wind data,
Use of an Acoustic Wave and Current Profile to capture neap and spring tidal cycles for 30 days,
Numerical modelling to understand the wind and wave climate at the site,
Designing the structure to create a design resilient to a 50-year storm,
Particle tracking models to show movement of sargassum.

A calibrated hydrodynamic model was used as input for a floating particle tracking model to investigate the
impact the proposed barrier would have on the cove and adjacent properties. This model simulated the
dominant current direction, east to west, to determine how the floating sargassum would move along the
coastline. An extreme scenario was simulated comprising a large mat heading to the shoreline for several
consecutive days.
The modelling showed a high concentration along the curved edge of the cove under existing conditions, and
some collection of particles on the outside of the cove. However, based on the modelling undertaken the
proposed breakwater would increase currents along the barrier face. According to the modelling, the barrier
would create a ‘zone of currents’ along the seaward side that should be effective in transporting the sargassum
mats alongshore, rather than trapping them inside the existing cove. The barrier reduced the amount of
particles predicted to the south, and the amount of particles to the north was similar to existing conditions.
On the basis of the above, it is not considered that further study of coastal processes is required.

Climate Change
Climate change is likely to have severe impacts on the Cayman Islands including the site. The Cayman Islands are
inherently vulnerable to climate change because of the small size, remoteness, low-lying areas and other
environmental factors, demography and economy1.
The Proposed Coastal Works are unlikely to significantly contribute to climate change during construction and
operation. However, there will be some impact due to the loss of seagrass. Seagrass meadows store a
considerable amount of organic carbon in their soils and in the biomass of the seagrass. Seagrasses are now
thought to have enormous potential to offset carbon emissions due to their ability to sequester and store large
amount of carbon. The loss of seagrass in the direct footprint of the breakwater and the indirect loss of seagrass
within the enclosed lagoon will result in the loss of this ability. The Applicants’ report states that seagrass
relocation was considered, but no suitable offsite location was identified. We have undertaken seagrass
relocation in the past, and it would be possible to identify an offsite location. Therefore, if Cabinet is minded to
approve this development, we will also recommend a condition that requires seagrass relocation to be
undertaken.
The effects of climate change on the proposed breakwater are most likely to be related to storm events and sea
level rise. Although the breakwater is to be constructed of large stone boulders and it is located within a reef
protected shallow lagoon, climate change predictions anticipate more severe storm events in the future.

1

National Climate Change Committee. (2011). Achieving a Low Carbon Climate-Resilient Economy: Cayman Islands’ Climate
Change Policy (draft).

The applicants have designed the structure with a 50-year return period and Smith Warner has undertaken
appropriate hurricane simulations to determine wave conditions by the cove using HurWave (in-house computer
program modelling). Smith Warner advises that a 50-year return is the typical design period for a residential
project and the Department agrees that this return period is appropriate. The return period takes into account
the potential impacts of climate change. In the modelling, Global Sea Level Rise for the projected year and the
highest astronomical tide were added to the inverse barometric rise (IBR) which is associated with elevated water
levels that cause flooding and damage to infrastructure. MIKE 21 was used to simulate each of the storm surge
scenarios and to simulate the mutual interaction between waves and currents.
Further details on the Design Conditions and Calculations for the project are available in the applicant’s
submission.
On the basis of the above, the Applicants have sufficiently considered the impact of climate change on the
proposed structure.

Ecology
Terrestrial
The terrestrial ecology adjacent to the site is man-modified. Other than minor impacts during the construction
phase (due to the use of heavy machinery on the site) there are no anticipated impacts to the terrestrial
environment from this proposal.
Marine
The seabed in the footprint of the proposed breakwater is seagrass. The site is not within a Marine Protected
Area. The benthic habitat in this area is seagrass and the placement of the boulders would result in the removal
of 4,320 ft2 of this habitat. Impacts to seagrass are a concern as 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 Applicants have proposed mitigation measures within their Design Brief and Mitigation plan submitted with
their coastal works application. The Applicants are proposing the following environmental mitigation:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identifying the stockpile location prior to construction, setting this area adequately back from the
Mean High Water Mark,
Use of only large boulders with no smaller stones used in a filter or core layer,
Washing the boulders prior to bring brought on site to ensure that any fines are removed before the
boulders are placed in the marine environment,
Baseline water quality monitoring,
Use of silt screens (turbidity barriers),
Turbidity monitoring during construction,
Spill prevention equipment to be held on site,
Considerate construction practices, and
Post-construction water quality monitoring.

If Cabinet is minded to approve the application, the DOE would strongly recommend the following conditions
which are based on the Applicants’ proposed environmental mitigation:









Water quality monitoring measuring dissolved oxygen and temperature shall be conducted prior to
construction, no more than 30 days prior to the commencement of any works on site.
Spill containment equipment shall be kept on site.
Turbidity resulting from construction shall be mitigated through the installation of silt screens of sufficient
length and depth to fully enclose the work area. Work shall not commence without such screens securely
anchored. Screens must be maintained to the satisfaction of the DoE and remain in place throughout the
construction until the water contained in the screen has cleared to the same appearance as the water
immediately outside of the screen. Visual inspections shall be conducted to ensure that turbid water does
not enter the Marine Reserve.
A temporary access roadway will be built out in the structure footprint for a long arm excavator. This shall
be in the location of the structure footprint only.
Any excavated beach-quality sand shall be returned to the beach.
A swim-through shall be conducted to ensure all debris has been removed from the surrounding seafloor.
Water quality monitoring measuring dissolved oxygen and temperature shall be conducted postconstruction, within 15 days of completion of major site works. Thereafter, water quality samples should
be taken four times per year for one year.

The Applicants’ report states that seagrass relocation was considered, but no suitable offsite location was
identified. We have undertaken seagrass relocation in the past, and it would be possible to identify an offsite
location. Therefore, we will also recommend a condition that requires seagrass relocation to be undertaken.
On the basis of the above, the environmental effects are considered to be adequately mitigated provided that
they are appropriately implemented.

Flood Risk and Water Quality
There is likely to be short-term impacts on water quality arising from the placement of a rock fill pad and
excavation of the seabed. However, the applicant has indicated that silt screens will be deployed to contain turbid
water. There is the potential for the water quality inside the cove to be poor due to lack of circulation. To address
this, the structure has been designed to use only large boulder layers. No smaller stones are proposed to be used
in a filter or core layer. According to Smith Warner, this configuration will have considerable voids between the
boulders that will allow for wave energy to be transmitted into the cove. Smith Warner has also proposed water
quality monitoring within 15 days of completion of major site works and four times per year after that for one
year.
These mitigation measures are considered sufficient to address water quality.

Ground Conditions
There are no likely significant effects with respect to ground conditions as a result of the construction of the
proposed breakwater.

Noise and Vibration
Other than minor effects during the construction phase, there are no anticipated noise or vibration impacts from
this proposal.

Socio-Economics and Visual Impact
The structure will extend out into the North Sound by approximately 60 feet from the closest area of ironshore.
The applicants are proposing to enclose the cove with the breakwater and a sargassum barrier at the mouth of
the cove. This means that this area of public space will no longer have public access. This area is used by the
public (kayakers, snorkelers etc.) and so will result in the loss of Crown Property.
When the Applicants engaged the Department of Environment in pre-application consultation, we advised that
they should make the proposed structure as small and as minimally intrusive as possible. The Applicants do state
that they have taken this into consideration during the development of the structure; however the structure is
very large and very prominent on the coastline. The structure will extend 60 feet into sea from the nearest
ironshore headland. The structure will enclose approximately 10,000 sq ft (0.23 acres) of Crown property because
there is proposed to be a sargassum barrier at the southern end. The structure is 195 ft long and on average
approximately 20 feet wide.
In addition, there are numerous coves along this shoreline and it is likely that there will be a proliferation of these
structures if one is approved. The coastline here (the west side of North Sound) naturally has frequent ironshore
coves. The problem of debris being carried by the predominating wind direction is not unique to this property.
Overall, it is considered that the structure will have a visual impact and will be precedent-setting on the coastline.
While no further scientific study is required, there will be adverse effects resulting from the development of this
very large structure which will enclose 0.23 acres of Crown property and extend 60 feet into the North Sound.
This must be considered during the granting of any permit (e.g. by vesting and selling, or leasing etc.).

Transport
There are no likely significant effects with respect to transport as a result of the construction of the proposed
breakwater.

Cumulative Effects
There is a potential for a precedent to be set by this proposal for using hard structures such as breakwaters for
coastline protection against sargassum. This coastline has many similar coves and several landowners have
expressed similar concerns regarding sargassum and desire to develop a hard structure to prevent sargassum from
being adjacent to their property.

Comparison with Recent Dell Mare Breakwater
On 6 April 2021, the Department of Environment submitted a coastal works review for the Dell Mare Breakwater
at Block 33C Parcel 10, which is located in North Side. This structure is extremely similar in design and
engineering. This structure was recommended for approval as it had special considerations (two previous
permitted attempts, no sediment transport within the cove, minimised size). We recommended this application

for approval. There are a number of differences between this application site and the Dell Mare site. These are
outlined below:

Distance of Protrusion into the
Sea
Area within the Cove
Mouth of Cove
Total Length
Width
Total Height
Height above Mean Sea Level
Slope
Area of Seabed Affected
Benthic Habitat
Previous Attempts
Marine Protected Areas

Swifts Breakwater (this
application)

Dell Mare Breakwater
(separate application)

60 ft

35 feet

10,000 ft (0.23 acres)
Enclosed with a sargassum boom
195 ft
20-24 ft
9.5 ft
1.5 ft
1V:1.5H ratio
4,320 ft2
Seagrass
Sargassum boom – Unpermitted
None

4,800 ft (0.11 acres)
Open to the public
105 ft
11-21 ft
5 ft
1.5 ft
1V:1.5H ratio
1,979 ft2
Hard bottom/sand
Sargassum boom – Permitted
None, but adjacent to a Marine
Reserve

On the whole, this proposal is approximately twice the size of the project located at Dell Mare. The Dell Mare
breakwater also has considerations which make it a more favourable location. It does not have a sensitive
benthic habitat. There are not as many similar coves along the North Side. The shape of the coastline is more
likely to allow sargassum to be carried away rather than deposited on neighbours’ properties. There are fewer
users of the public space, and the cove is not proposed to be fully enclosed, thereby excluding members of the
public.
After recommending the Dell Mare breakwater for approval, we received notice that that application was no
longer being pursued due to the sale of the property. The Department considered that application as a trial, and
it was considered suitable for a trial based on the considerations above. The cove at Dell Mare was unique along
the coastline and therefore proliferation of these structures along that coast would be unlikely. In addition,
given that shoreline on the western periphery of North Sound is perpendicular to the prevailing wind, there is no
place for the sargassum to go to. Any deflection here will result in a greater impact to neighbouring properties,
and a greater chance of proliferation of these structures.

Conclusions
The Proposed Coastal Works does not require an EIA and the applicant has used qualified coastal engineers who
have adequately studied the environment and the potential environmental effects. Overall, while we do not
consider that the structure requires an EIA, we do not believe the application should be recommended for
approval based on the precedent it would set along the coastline. Other options should be explored to identify
whether a less intrusive method can be used. The Proposed Coastal Works will directly impact 4,320 sq ft of

seagrass, however we have proposed a condition for seagrass relocation. However, there are also socio-economic
and visual impact considerations as a result of this structure on Crown property.
After considering the Screening Opinion detailed above, the NCC is required to issue its decision to the
originating entity on the requirement for an EIA, pursuant to Section 43 (1).

15 July 2021
Notice of National Conservation Council Decision
Ref: EIA for Proposed Health City Camana Bay Hospital 13C/34
1) The need for an EIA for the proposed development was considered by the National
Conservation Council at their preparatory working group session of 15 July 2021.
a. The proposed action is permission by the Central Planning Authority (CPA) for the
Health City Camana Bay Hospital on parcel 13C/34.
b. The proposed development includes a 57-bed hospital, with associated AC chiller plant,
sewage treatment plant, and parking areas.
c. The development falls within the National Conservation Council’s (NCC) Directive for
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) Schedule 1 (13) as a Hospital (Institutional
Developments or Facilities).
2) Council noted a variety of factors, including but not limited to
a. The Department of Environment screening opinion prepared pursuant to the Directives.
b. The need for further information, beyond that available to the Department of
Environment and required for the Council to assess the need for an EIA of the proposed
development, for the CPA to make their final decision.
c. That there should be methods available to obtain the information required for a fully
informed decision on the proposed development without recourse to a full EIA.
d. The type and characteristics of the development, the location of the development and
the history of the site, and the characteristics of the potential impact of the proposed
development.
e. The previous impounding of the (principally) black mangrove wetland by roadworks and
subsequent drowning of the mangroves when the area was used for retention of water
from adjoining road underpass development. The lack of recovery is not unusual when
small areas of mangroves are separated from the larger wetland basin of which they are
a part.
f.

That impacts from the volume, source and transport of aggregate should be considered,
including in terms of climate change impacts.

g. That the final advice regarding this proposed development should not bind the Council
for future reviews in the area where healthy mangroves remain and mitigation or
enhancement could be recommended or required as appropriate.
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3) Council agreed that an Environmental Impact Assessment of the Health City Camana Bay
Hospital on parcel 13C/34, as proposed and screened, is not required.
a. This decision will need to be ratified at the next suitable General Meeting.
4) It should be communicated by the Department of Planning or the Central Planning Authority,
through their usual and sufficient means of communication to the appropriate parties, that a
person aggrieved by a decision of the National Conservation Council may, within 21 days of the
date on which the decision of the Council is received by them, appeal against the Council
decision to the Cabinet by serving on the Cabinet notice in writing of the intention to appeal and
the grounds of the appeal (Section 39 of the National Conservation Act, 2013).

John Bothwell – Manager, Legislation Implementation & Coordination Unit
Secretary, National Conservation Council
Email: John.Bothwell@gov.ky ; Conservation@gov.ky
Please see our website www.Conservation.ky
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WP-03 s41 Delegation v4
NCC 21 July 2021 GM

WP-03: Delegation of functions to the Director of the
Department of Environment
PRELIMINARY
IT IS NOTED that:1) Under section 3(13) of the National Conservation Act, 2013 ( the “Act”), “The Council may
delegate any of its functions, other than the making of orders and the issuing of directives,
to the Director [of the Department of Environment] or to any committee or sub-committee
of its members.”
2) At its General Meeting of 18 October 2017, the National Conservation Council (the
“Council”) resolved to delegate the processing, including approval or denial, of section 41
consultations to the Director of the Department of Environment (DoE), this delegation being
made to promote the efficient application of the Act.
3) These delegated activities are carried out with appropriate consultations, adherence to any
Directives, Guidance Notes, Orders, Regulations or Resolutions of the Council in force at that
time, and the principles of natural justice and lawful administration.
4) Decisions of the Council, including delegated decisions, may be appealed under section 39 of
the Act by “a person aggrieved by a decision of the Council” under sections 20, 22, 23 and 41
of the Act. In relation to an appeal:
a. An appeal must be made to the Cabinet, within 21 days of receipt of notice of the
decision.
5) Following a Planning appeal under section 48 (1) of the Development and Planning Act (2021
Revision), involving a challenge to the decision of the Central Planning Authority (CPA) in
reliance on an instruction from the DoE, on behalf of the NCC to the CPA, as binding and the
sole basis of its refusal - of an application adjacent to a marine protected area, the Council
wishes to reiterate and clarify certain delegations it has made to the Director of the DoE,
particularly the delegation of functions under section 41 of the Act.
6) While section 3(12) of the Act is not exhaustive, it indicates the classes of Directives which
the Council may not delegate and to which section 3(13) refers. Section 3(12) Directives are
considered by the Council to be different from sections 41(5)(a) and 41(5)(b) binding
instructions to entities, to include conditions of approval or to refuse a particular
application.

1|Page

WP-03 s41 Delegation v4
NCC 21 July 2021 GM
7) The Delegation to the Director of the DoE is an ex officio delegation. The Director may be
assisted with these duties by any member of staff, inclusive of the Deputy Director or
Manager of the DoE, with appropriate safeguards employed. The Delegation of the powers
and functions may however not be sub-delegated by the Director of the DoE to any such
members. In keeping with section 5 of the Interpretation Act (1995 Revision), reference to
the Director of the DoE includes any person for the time being, holding or carrying out the
duties of that office in the Islands.

Motion / Draft Resolution
Pursuant to section 3(12) of the National Conservation Act, 2013, and to promote the efficient and
effective functioning of the Act, the National Conservation Council (the “Council”) hereby resolves
that:
A) For the purpose of this Resolution, and in keeping with the Act, “Director” means the
Director of the Department of Environment and that “Act” means the National Conservation
Act, 2013.
B) In keeping with section 5 of the Interpretation Act (1995 Revision), reference to the
“Director” includes any person for the time being, holding or carrying out the duties of that
office in the Islands.
C) Pursuant to section 3(13) of the Act, the Council delegates to the Director all functions and
powers of the Council under section 41 of the Act, including but not limited to the issuing of
instructions under section 41(5), the imposition of conditions under section 41(5)(a) and
binding instructions to an originating authority under section 41(5)(b) directing the
originating authority to refuse to agree to or refuse to proceed with the proposed action.
D) This delegation of functions and powers to the Director under section 3(13) of the Act
includes, but is not limited to receiving, processing, imposing conditions or directing refusal
at the Director’s discretion, executing and communicating such decisions/actions.
E) The Director shall not sub-delegate any powers or functions delegated to her by the Council.
F) The Director shall continue to adhere to any Directives, Guidance Notes, Orders, Regulations
or Resolutions of the Council in force at the time, and the principles of natural justice and
lawful administration. In this regard, the Director shall also ensure that:
i)

The originating entity is notified of the right of a person aggrieved by a decision of
the Council to appeal that decision to the Cabinet, under section 39 of the Act; and

ii)

For all matters likely to trigger an Environmental Impact Assessment or a Strategic
Environmental Assessment, the Director shall act in accordance with the EIA
directive 2016.
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G) The Director shall continue to report all activities in relation to the exercise of these
delegated functions/powers to the Council on a regular (ordinarily monthly) basis.
H) The Director may consult in relation to any application, any relevant authorities or
individuals, including persons affected by or proponents of the proposed action.

Proposer:
Seconder:
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WP-12: Ratification of Transfer of EPF Funds for Turtle Conservation

PRELIMINARY
IT IS NOTED that:1) A security camera was installed at Sand Hole Road to monitor for turtle poaching in 2019
and 2020.
2) The camera was installed in 2019 based on donations crowd-funded by a private individual /
NPO. With the aid of the Security Centre, there was the ability to watch the beach with 24 hr
surveillance.
3) Given the need for humanitarian funding in 2020, and now again in 2021, it was not
considered appropriate to push for full crowd-funding of the camera installation and private
sector video monitoring. In 2020 the Council approved transfer of unused Environmental
Protection Funds budgeted for Turtle Friendly Lighting to partially pay for the installation
and operation of the camera during the peak of the 2020 wild marine turtle nesting season
on Sand Hole Road beach.
4) The programme has been a great success.
a. It has acted as a deterrent to poachers,
b. provided evidence when necessary and
c. also gave DoE Conservation Officers more reasonable hours as in prior years there
had been all-night multi-night watches of the beach.
5) Prior to the camera, there had been multiple poaching attempts per year. In 2019 and 2020,
there were no poaching attempts.
a. The camera caught dogs attacking a turtle and enabled Conservation Officers to
ensure that the dogs were kept inside at night.
6) In 2021 Conservation Officers have already detected one poaching activity in the area.
7) Currently, there funds allocated from the EPF for the retrofitting of properties with Turtle
Friendly Lighting.
8) Despite ongoing Turtle Friendly Lighting retrofitting and other activities due to the COVID-19
pandemic and other logistical limitations these funds will remain underutilised in 2021.
9) The Department of Environment has requested to reallocate up to $7,000 from the funds
allocated to Turtle Friendly Lighting retrofits to funding the security camera at Sand Hole
Road to prevent turtle poaching.
a. Some private donations have been received for the camera this year and more may
be forthcoming. The $7,000 allocation from the EPF would therefore be a maximum
and would allow the installation of the camera and initiation of the monitoring
programme pending any further private donations.
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10) The money will be used to contract with the Security Centre for the use of its MAST remote
surveillance camera for 4 months (August –November 2021) in the Sand Hole Road area of
West Bay, Grand Cayman, when turtle nesting on this beach is at its peak and turtles are
therefore most vulnerable to poaching there.
11) The purpose of the MAST surveillance camera is to monitor the turtle nesting beaches for
activity both of turtles and potential threats from poaching. Currently the beach must be
physically visited by the CI DOE Turtle Team and Conservation Officers which is resource
intensive. The live camera feed and automatic notification features of the MAST camera
array make it a powerful deterrent for poaching activity and significantly reduces demands
on DOE staff time after hours.
12) At its workgroup session of 14 July 2021 the Council considered and agreed to this request,
pending ratification at the next General Meeting.

MOTION/ DRAFT RESOLUTION
That the Council decision to agree to the transfer of up to $7,000 from the EPF funds allocated
to Turtle Friendly Lighting retrofits to funding the security camera at Sand Hole Road to prevent
turtle poaching is ratified.

Proposer:
Seconder:
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Turtle Friendly Lighting
In 2020 the National Conservation Council approved an interim directive for wild sea turtle
nesting habitat on Grand Cayman, which included the installation of turtle friendly lighting at
coastal properties.
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Executive Summary
The National Conservation Council exists to promote and secure the biological diversity of the
Cayman Islands and ensure the sustainable use of Cayman’s natural resources. It acts to
protect and conserve endangered, threatened and endemic wildlife and their habitats. The
Council oversees the protection of terrestrial, wetland and marine areas with the support of the
current generation and for the benefit of future generations of the Cayman Islands.
During 2020 the Council’s capacity to function was reduced first by the COVID pandemic and
then by the cessation of member appointments in the latter half of the year. This limited the
Council to only one General Meeting for 2020. Despite this the Council was able to maintain
ongoing operations and oversee over a hundred permit applications (including renewals) for
regulated activities, including the import of species, and the denial of import of some species
with heightened invasive potential, to protect the precious biodiversity and natural habitats and
species of the Cayman Islands. Also, over 500 pieces of advice were issued to various entities
considering decisions or actions which may have had an adverse impact on native species and
habitats. The Council was also able to activate its new website in 2020, www.Conservation.ky.
This site is now the main information hub between the public and the Council, a site for public
consultations, protected species conservation plans and protected area management plans, and
copies of Environmental Impact Assessment screening opinions or other documents for public
reference.
Entering 2021 new Council members and a new Cabinet will come to grips with the
conservation challenges of the Cayman Islands. The Council will advocate for positive
resolution by the Cabinet of initiatives that stalled during the 2020 pandemic. The Council will
also consult with the public on fresh undertakings to strengthen the Cayman Islands. The
Council will continue to encourage the people and government of the Cayman Islands to seize
the moment to transition to a greener economy as the country reopens after COVID. In June
2020 a letter promoting that goal was submitted to the Governor, Premier, all Cabinet Ministers
and their Chief Officers, the Deputy Governor and the Cabinet Office. The letter was then
subsequently published on the Department of Environment and Council websites and publicized
in Department of Environment and other partners’ social media posts; and is republished here
as an appendix to this report.
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Conservation enforcement continued throughout the COVID lockdown.

Chapter 1
1.1

Cayman Islands National Conservation Council

Purpose

The National Conservation Council (the Council, NCC) is established by, and to facilitate the
goals of, the National Conservation Law 2013 (the Law, NCL), that is: to promote and secure
biological diversity and the sustainable use of natural resources in the Cayman Islands; to
protect and conserve endangered, threatened and endemic wildlife and their habitats; to provide
for protected terrestrial, wetland and marine areas; and to give effect to the provisions of certain
international conventions (the Protocol Concerning Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife to the
Convention for the Protection and Development of the Marine Environment of the Wider
Caribbean region, the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (especially as
waterfowl habitat), the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals,
the Global Convention on Biological Diversity and the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change).

1.2

Statutory Functions

The functions of the NCC are set out in Part 2, section 3 of the Law, in particular in subsection
(9):
(a) subject to this Law, managing and making recommendations on the use of the
Environmental Protection Fund;
(b) promoting the biological diversity and the conservation and sustainable use of natural
resources in the Islands;
(c) co-ordinating the establishment and adoption by the public and private sectors of
national policies for the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources,
including(i) the use of wetlands and wetland resources; and
(ii) the excavation of aggregate and fill materials;
(d) recommending and maintaining protected areas and conservation areas and conserving,
maintaining and restoring their natural resources in accordance with Part 3;
(e) conserving, maintaining and restoring populations and critical habitats of protected
species in accordance with Part 4;
(f) promoting the training of professional and voluntary personnel in the fields of research,
management and wardening of protected areas and species and the other natural
resources of the Islands;
(g) promoting wider understanding and awareness of the significance of the ecological
systems of the Islands, the benefits of conserving natural resources and of the
provisions of this Law and the Conventions;
(h) publicising the establishment of protected areas and the designation of protected
species and raising public awareness, through educational programmes and other
means, of the significance and value of protected areas and species and of the benefits
that may be gained from them;
(i) encouraging public involvement, particularly by local communities, in the planning and
management of protected areas and the conservation of protected species;
4
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(j) promoting the adoption of guidelines by entities for the integration of conservation issues
into their decision making processes and for the achievement of the sustainable use of
natural resources;
(k) promoting district, national and regional initiatives, including co-operative enforcement
measures and mutual assistance in the enforcement of national laws, in order to further
the objectives of the Conventions;
(l) promoting national plans for emergency responses to activities or events, whether
caused naturally or not, that present a grave and imminent danger to biological diversity
and encouraging international co-operation to supplement such national plans;
(m) promoting national plans for the sustainable management, conservation and
enhancement, as appropriate, of sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases; and
(n) carrying out such other functions and duties as are specified under this Law and the
regulations;
and in subsection (12):
the Council, subject to any directions of the Cabinet, may make orders and guidance notes and
issue directives for the purpose of giving effect to the provisions of this Law and such orders,
guidance notes and directives may include(a) criteria for identifying endangered or threatened species or other species needing
protection under this Law;
(b) criteria for evaluating proposals for the establishment and management of protected
areas and for the measures required to protect and conserve protected species and their
critical habitat;
(c) criteria for the application for, and grant of, monies from the Fund;
(d) criteria for the review, assessment and reporting of activities funded in whole or in part
by monies from the Fund;
(e) the form and content of a petition under section 16(3);
(f) procedures for determining the circumstances under which permits and licences may be
granted under Part 5;
(g) measures governing the methods and conditions under which the captive breeding or
artificial propagation of protected species may be allowed;
(h) procedures for regulating and controlling wild populations and the import, introduction,
possession, transportation and release of alien or genetically altered specimens;
(i) procedures for consultation by entities pursuant to section 41(3); and
(j) the carrying out of environmental impact assessments under section 43.

1.3

About this report

This report is prepared in compliance with the duty set out in section 5 of the Law requiring the
Council, no later than three months after the end of the financial year, to prepare and submit to
the Minister a report of its activities during the preceding year, following which the Minister shall
submit it to Cabinet for laying on the table of the Legislative Assembly.
This is the sixth annual report of the National Conservation Council and covers the period from
1 January 2020 to 30 December 2020 inclusive.

5
The National Conservation Council - Fostering a duty of care to the environment

NCC Annual Report 2020 v2.1

1.4

Composition of the Council

The Law regulates the composition of the Council. The Council is composed of thirteen voting
members (section 3(2)):
(a) the Director or his nominee from the Department of the Environment;
(b) the Deputy Director of Research in the Department of the Environment;
(c) the Director of the Department of Agriculture or his nominee from the Department of
Agriculture;
(d) the Director of Planning or his nominee from the Department of Planning;
(e) a person nominated by the National Trust and appointed by the Cabinet; and
(f) eight persons appointed by the Cabinet.
The Cabinet appoints the Chair. Amongst the Cabinet appointees at least four shall have
relevant scientific or technical expertise and they are chosen such that there is at least one
person from each of the six electoral districts.
The 2020 National Conservation Council comprised
















McFarlane Conolly - Chairperson; East End and Sustainable Development
Franklin Thompson - West Bay and Marine Conservation
Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie - George Town and Sustainable Development & Climate
Change
Dominic Williams - Bodden Town
Edward Chisholm - North Side
Pedro Lazzari - Sister Islands
Nadia Hardie - National Trust for the Cayman Islands
Patricia Bradley - Avifauna & Biodiversity
Fred Burton - Terrestrial Biodiversity
Adrian Estwick - Director of Agriculture
Haroon Pandohie - Director of Planning
Colleen Stoetzel - Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Marco Whittaker - Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Gina Ebanks-Petrie – Director, Department of Environment
Timothy Austin – Department of Environment Deputy Director, Research

The Department of Environment is charged with appointing a Secretary to the Council (section
6). John Bothwell, Manager of the Department’s Legislation Implementation and Coordination
Unit, has remained as Secretary throughout 2020.
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Chapter 2
2.1

Council Activities, January – December 2020

Governance

Section 3 of the Law governs the proceedings of the Council. Seven voting members of the
Council constitute a quorum. The decisions of the Council are by simple majority and the chair
has a casting vote only. The Council is obligated to meet in a place open to the public and
cause to be prepared and published the agendas and minutes of all meetings. The Council may,
subject to the Law, regulate its own procedure.
The Council’s Manual of Policy and Procedure contains rules for administration of the Council, a
Code of Conduct, and a procedure for Disclosure of Interests. The Council chose to adopt the
model Code of Conduct proposed by the Commission for Standards in Public Life.
In respect of Disclosure of Interests Schedule 2 of the Law provides, in subsection 9:
(1) If a member of the Council has any pecuniary or other interest in any matter to be dealt
with by the Council he shall disclose the fact to the chairman and shall not take part in
any meeting at which the matter is considered or discussed.
(2) A member of the Council who fails to comply with subparagraph (1) commits an offence
and is liable(a) on summary conviction to a fine of twenty thousand dollars and to imprisonment
for two years; or
(b) on conviction on indictment to a fine of fifty thousand dollars and to imprisonment
for five years,
unless he proves that he did not know that matter in which he had an interest was the
subject of consideration at that meeting.
(3) A disclosure under subparagraph (1) shall be recorded in the minutes of the meeting of
the Council.
Council members are also subject to the provisions of the Standards in Public Life Law and
were required to file a declaration of interests with the Commission for that Law. Access to that
register of interests would be through the Commission on Standards in Public Life.
The Department of Environment’s Freedom of Information staff have been delegated to
administer Freedom of Information requests to the Council.

2.2

Meetings

The National Conservation Council was only able to hold one General Meeting in 2020, on
August 19th. General meetings scheduled earlier in the year had to be abandoned because of
COVID restrictions. A General Meeting scheduled for the last quarter could not be held as the
Council became inquorate pending the appointment of members.
The notice and agenda of the General Meeting of 19 August 2020 was published in accordance
with the statutory requirement and the Council’s Policy and Procedure Manual and the agenda
is available on the Council website, https://conservation.ky/download/17/agenda/1368/agenda19-aug-2020.pdf. The Meeting was held via Zoom, open to the public and press, and broadcast
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live by the Government Information Services on YouTube. The minutes of the meeting will be
published once confirmed by a General Meeting of the Council.
Council also conducts non-binding working groups approximately every three weeks in order to
prepare for the general meetings, though that schedule was disrupted in 2020.
Matters for the Agenda are cast as Board Papers which may consist of Information Papers or
Working Papers prepared by the Department of Environment and papers prepared by Council
members either individually or representing Committees of the Council. Matters for decision are
usually presented with a recommendation and a draft motion for approval as the resolution of
the Council.

2.3

Implementation of the National Conservation Law

Parts 5 and 7 of the National Conservation Law, 2013 (NCL), with the exception of sections 46
and 47 of Part 7, came into force on the 15th day of August 2016. This included section 51,
which repealed the Marine Conservation Law (2013 Revision). Now only sections 46 and 47 of
the National Conservation Law still remain to come into force.
During 2020 the implementation of the National Conservation Law was enhanced with the entry
into force of an interim directive designating critical habitat for wild marine turtle nesting on
Grand Cayman and a mangrove conservation plan, including trimming guidelines. A
management plan for Meagre Bay Pond and a species conservation plan for Sybils Crownbeard
were approved but have not yet come into force. Regulations for enhanced marine parks, spear
gun licencing and gamebird hunting also remain to be implemented. Also still pending are the
2018/19 proposed protected areas and the listing of all land crabs as Part 2 protected species.

2.4

Invasive Species

The Grand Cayman green iguana cull continued with the success of the project necessitating a
raise in the bounty paid to registered cullers per iguana. Payment is now assessed by size
categories of iguanas killed and submitted, as well as the quantity. This is to encourage a high
level of hunting to continue as green iguana numbers are reduced and the animals become
more wary of people. As the collection of green iguanas has become more difficult the number
of persons culling has reduced to a core of efficient, effective and consistently active hunters.
Targeted culling led by the Department of Environment continued on Cayman Brac, with the
assistance of community volunteers. Department of Environment biosecurity activities continued
on Little Cayman by their intern and community volunteers in an attempt to keep the invasive
green iguana pests from becoming established on that island.
The Council recognised in 2019 the need for, and proposed to the Ministry of Environment,
invasive species regulations. These are urgently needed to prevent persons from farming green
iguanas for the bounty. They would also provide tools to better prevent or regulate the potential
introduction of additional invasive species into the Cayman Islands. To bolster the rules already
in place in the National Conservation, Animal and Plants Laws. The introduction of these
regulations is needed in 2021 and Council will continue to push, through the Department of
Environment, for the Ministry of Environment to have these regulations legally drafted by the
Legislative Drafting Department.
8
The National Conservation Council - Fostering a duty of care to the environment

NCC Annual Report 2020 v2.1

2.5

Section 41 Consultations

Under Section 41 of the National Conservation Law all Government entities are required to
consult with the National Conservation Council before granting a permit or licence, or making
some other decision, that would be likely to have an adverse environmental impact. Section 43
of the Law allows the Council, where necessary, to require the proponent to carry out an
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). EIAs are only required where the Council is unable to
robustly identify and evaluate the potential impacts associated with a particular proposal.
In 2020, under delegated authority from the National Conservation Council, the Environmental
Management Unit of the Department of Environment (as part of the Department’s Technical
Review Committee) reviewed 499 planning applications, 13 coastal works applications and 24
general consultations under section 41 of the National Conservation Law. Seven turtle friendly
lighting plans were also reviewed – 5 for residential schemes and 2 for new hotel developments
(Beach Bay Mandarin Oriental Hotel and Grand Hyatt, Pageant Beach). These reviews will
continue to be required for developments within the wild turtle nesting beaches designated as
critical habitat on Grand Cayman as set out in the interim directive.
Three EIA Screening Opinions were issued (proposed rock groyne at the Wyndham Reef
Resort and two Opinions for expansion of the Westin hotel). The Screening Opinions were
further reviewed by the Council who concluded that EIAs were not required for these projects. A
Scoping Opinion was issued for an update to the Cruise Berthing EIA in January 2020. The
Department of Environment also provided input to a request for proposals for consultants to
develop Terms of Reference for the proposed east-west arterial highway extension EIA.
EIAs remain international best practice at a relatively minor cost for those projects that require
them, especially compared to the potential savings they can identify for the project, and an
important tool for assuring the public that environmentally, socially and economically appropriate
decision-making is occurring. The activation of Environmental Impact Assessments in local
legislation has gone a long way to raising the profile of the Cayman Islands which in February
2013 were assessed as “weak” in each of the four areas of environmental governance (species,
sites, development control and people) evaluated by the Foundation for International
Environmental Law and Development (FIELD). Having EIA legislation also assists the Cayman
Islands in achieving commitments made under the Convention on Biological Diversity, the
Ramsar Convention, the Environment Charter, and the Cayman Islands Constitution.

2.6

Climate Change

Throughout 2020 the Council, individual members, and the Department of Environment
continued to engage with local and international partners to both better understand the potential
impacts and responses to climate change, as well as to promote the need for a robust, nationallevel local response to the reality of climate change for our small, low-lying country. In
exercising its delegated authority the Department of Environment, with input from the Council,
ensured that all of its Section 41 environmental reviews recommended measures to reduce
physical vulnerability to existing weather-related and projected climate change impacts, and
enhance resiliency in efficient ways that address the consequences of and responses to
changing climatic conditions. These recommendations sought to deliver win-win outcomes for
other government policy objectives such as the National Energy Policy.
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During 2020 a particular focus of the National Conservation Council and Department of
Environment was to identify ways to upgrade the Cayman Islands’ national planning capacity for
climate change.








The Director of the Department of Environment represented the Cayman Islands at a
meeting in Nassau on Climate Change Finance, Tourism, Health and Energy. Unfortunately,
she was attending as the Cayman Islands’ Ministry of Finance representative.
It has been proposed that Cayman ask for UK support to update the old draft Climate
Change Policy from a Risk Assessment perspective in the lead-up to UNFCCC COP26 in
Glasgow (now delayed to November 2021), and that the Paris Agreement be formally
extended to the Cayman Islands as previously requested.
It has been further proposed that climate change become a Cabinet or Premier’s Office
issue, to give it the national-level attention it needs.
The Climate Change Committee (CCC) Chair arranged for the DoE to present on the
environmental implications of climate change to the recently established R3 Cayman
Foundation Board and Committees, including an overview of the Seven Mile Beach
shoreline analysis and adaptive management options. The Chair provided an additional
presentation on the socio-economic implications of climate change to the Caymanian
healthcare, tourism, food and energy sectors, and how R3 can support the DOE and NCC’s
efforts to enhance economy-wide climate resiliency.
The CCC Chair continued to work with other local NGOs, such as the National Trust, Island
Offsets and Cayman Eco on several initiatives (e.g. climate finance grant writing, carbon
offset program development and improving climate literacy of service groups and
businesses), and governmental bodies such as the Strategic Economic Advisory Council on
seizing climate-smart opportunities as part of post-pandemic reopening plans and rebuilding
policies.

Chapter 3

Financial

All accounts for the National Conservation Council and the Environmental Protection Fund are
held and administered by the Department and Ministry of Environment. The following
information and tables are for qualitative purposes only. Accounts for financial reporting or
auditing purposes should be sourced from the Department or Ministry of Environment directly.
All information below as reported by the Ministry and Department of Environment.

3.1

Council Budget and Expenses

2020 expenditures reported by the Department of Environment on behalf of the Council totalled
$10,439.06 for member stipends and other committee meeting costs, public consultations
(particularly the use of Survey
Conservation Council 2020 Expenditures
Expenditures
Monkey as a convenient way for
Website
$ 2,833.60
the public to provide feedback) and
the print advertising required by Public Consultation Feedback
$
409.06
Law for those consultations, and Council Stipends & Meeting Costs
$ 4,420.40
the
Council’s
new
website
(including annual hosting and Public Consultation Print Advertising:
$ 2,776.00
Meagre Bay Pond & Aegiphila caymanensis
service fees).
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The Council budget for the financial years 2020 & 2021 was again included with the Department
of Environment’s biennial budget. The Council continues to be of the view that the Council’s
budget and expenses should be accounted for separately in core government accounts.

3.2

Environmental Protection Fund

Section 3 (9) of the NCL provides that the Council manage and make recommendations on the
use of the Environmental Protection Fund (EPF, Fund). Although sections 46 and 47 of the Law
(which provide in greater detail for the operation, management and reporting on activities
financed from the Fund) remained unimplemented in this reporting period and the Fund
continued to be operated under the pre-existing 1997 legislation 1 , the Council makes the
following report in completion of its duties under the National Conservation Law.
In 2020 the following was spent from the Environmental Protection Fund by the Department of
Environment on behalf of or with the approval of the National Conservation Council. There was
significant underspend due to COVID-related limitations on work. Money not spent (the
variance) was carried over into 2021.

EPF Projects - to July 2020
ENV0003 - Stingray Study / $42k to
go to SCTLD Response from August
ENV0004 - Traffic Calming
Proposal for SIRI

YTD
Expenditure
at Dec 31st
2020

Full 2020
Budget
8,000.00
-

1,385.32
-

Variance
6,614.68
-

ENV0005 - Cayman Parrot Amnesty

30,000.00

13,865.84

16,134.16

ENV0006 - Turtle Friendly Lighting

165,000.00

23,307.88

141,692.12

ENV0007 - Coral Reef Restoration
$42k to go to SCTLD Response from
August

8,000.00

10,522.30

(2,522.30)

ENV0008 - Legal Advice for NCC
ENV0009 - Green Iguana
Expenditures

50,000.00
1,825,000.00

1,072,293.97

50,000.00
752,706.03

The 1997 legislation describes the purpose of the Fund as “defraying expenditure incurred in protecting and
preserving the environment of the Islands”
1
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ENV0010 - Nassau Grouper
Monitoring

30,000.00

29,408.22

591.78

ENV0011 - Stony Coral Tissue Loss
Disease

84,000.00

29,223.96

54,776.04

1,180,007.49

1,019,992.51

Total EPF Expenditures

Chapter 4

2,200,000.00

2020 Goals & Objectives

With the National Conservation Law now substantially in force the National Conservation
Council will balance long-term policy direction with short-term initiatives to achieve those longerterm goals, while maintaining a watching brief on ongoing conservation operations. These
ongoing operations for 2021 will include:
1. 2022-24 budget for Council split out from Department of Environment.
2. Final Environmental Protection Fund management sections of the National Conservation
Law brought into force for the 2022-2024 budget.
3. Advancing recommendations under Seize the Moment to Transition to a Greener
Economy (Appendix 1).
4. Issuing Permits and Licences.
5. Providing guidance and advice to all government entities under the consultation
requirements set down in Section 41 of the law, as well as screening certain projects for
the requirement for EIAs and managing various EIAs for ongoing major infrastructure
projects.
6. Elevating the status of climate change on the national agenda.
a. Continue to advise the National Security Council and other branches of the
Government on the implications of climate change for the Cayman Islands and
measures to enhance resiliency.
b. Support the implementation of the National Energy Policy through DOE’s position
on the Energy Policy Council and other collaborations.
c. Work with the Minister of Environment and other agencies and stakeholders to
review and adopt a National Climate Change Policy.
d. Support research by the DOE and continue to provide evidence-based
recommendations for managing climate change impacts on Seven Mile Beach
and other coastal systems.
e. Continue to consult on PlanCayman as this Development Plan review moves into
the next phases of developing Area Plans and updating zoning maps and
regulations.
7. Management Planning for protected areas, both marine and terrestrial.
8. Resume acquisition of high conservation value lands for protected areas, including a call
for public nominations.
9. Species Conservation Planning for the management of selected protected species.
10. Public education and outreach activities, particularly to educational institutions, and in
coordination with conservation partners such as the National Trust.
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11. Council strategic planning retreat or workshop.
12. Continuation of Invasive Species Control Programmes.
a. Green iguana culling efforts on all three islands.
b. Feral cat control activities in selected areas for the protection of native species,
the welfare of the cats, and the avoidance of potential human health and
nuisance issues.
c. Invasive Species Regulations. In coordination with the Endangered Species
Trade & Transport Law, and Animals and Plants Laws.
d. Licencing individual and group lionfish control efforts.
e. Targeted invasive plant removals.

National Conservation Council (NCC) Website, which went live in 2020.
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Appendix 1:

Seizing the Moment to Transition to a Greener Economy

5 June 2020
Seizing the Moment to Transition to a Greener Economy
Following the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic, the Cayman Islands Government took deliberate
action to suppress the virus and preserve lives. However, the need to limit the local economic
impact of the pandemic is now also urgent. Although economic diversification will form an
important part of this recovery and future resilience, truly sustainable economic recovery also
requires cross-sectoral collaboration and focus to ensure that this recovery strengthens and rebuilds the economy, whilst protecting the environment and the social fabric of the Islands.
In support of the economic recovery efforts of the Government, and in keeping with our mission,
the National Conservation Council and the Department of Environment has identified below a
series of opportunities to help sow the seeds of an economic recovery plan that builds resilience
and has the principles of sustainability embedded at its core. While we have experienced a period of
unprecedented upheaval, changing nearly every aspect of our daily lives, it has also provided
opportunities to make changes that will result in more climate-sensitive and resilient systems
which are better able to manage and mitigate similar future events. As we work towards opening
up of the local economy, we must therefore also take deliberate action to plan for a future which
capitalises on these opportunities and embraces sustainability.
When strategising on the future economic recovery of the country, it is important to take stock and
reflect on the position which immediately preceded the onset of COVID-19 and those aspects of life
that could be improved or enhanced as part of the recovery plan. Traffic gridlock, biodiversity loss,
and habitat fragmentation were all among the consequences of unbridled growth before COVID-19.
On the west side of Grand Cayman alone, 72% of the wetlands have been lost since 1976 to canalstyle residential subdivisions and tourism-related uses. Our Central Mangrove Wetland, the
ecological heart of Grand Cayman, is under constant development pressure, and our biodiverse
primary forests and shrublands are also being cleared and fragmented at alarming rates. As a
result, and without the benefit of a national system of terrestrial protected areas to serve as refugia,
the populations of several species of endemic plants and animals are under imminent threat. While
Marine Parks exist, they are no longer fit for purpose and our vulnerable marine resources continue
to be threatened by an ever-increasing human population. There is still no up-to-date
comprehensive Development Plan for Grand Cayman and no Development Plans at all for the Sister
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Islands, who are at increasing risk of losing their unique biodiversity, cultural heritage and identity.
Sustained rapid growth is therefore already having an appreciable impact on the quality of life that
we all desire.
The issue of climate change and the failure of countries to address its underlying causes underpins
the global environmental crisis. The International Energy Agency (IEA) has predicted that the
world’s carbon dioxide emissions are expected to fall by approximately 8% this year.2 According to
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), in order to get in line with the Paris
Agreement, global emissions must drop 7.6% per year from 2020 to 2030. In order to reach this
target, our National Energy Policy (NEP,2017) commits us to achieving total peak greenhouse gas
emissions by 2020 (this year) while not exceeding 2014 per capita emissions of 12.3 tCO2e, all
while striving to achieve the Paris Agreement goal of 4.8 tCO2e per capita. This will not happen and
emissions will quickly rebound3 unless each country, including the Cayman Islands, acts urgently
and responsibly. For small, low-lying countries such as the Cayman Islands, the science is now clear
that current and future climate-related drivers of risk during the 21st century include sea level rise,
stronger tropical cyclones or hurricanes, increasing air and sea surface temperatures and changing
rainfall patterns. Climate change is therefore a very real and current threat which cannot be
addressed or mitigated without long-lasting structural change. We must not squander this
opportunity for ‘green’ stimulus as a component of the economic recovery plan. In keeping with the
NEP’s Goal 2 which seeks to position the Cayman Islands as “a destination of excellence and the
standard for the development and application of sustainable energy solutions in small island
developing states” we must also join over two dozen Caribbean Governments (including UK
Overseas Territories) in the world’s first climate-smart zone in modernising digital, physical and
social infrastructure to become a zone of climate-smart development.
COVID-19 has changed our lives in ways that may have seemed impossible. Surviving the transition
to COVID-19 protection measures was hard, but moving forward in a sustainable way will be easier.
Through collective, planned and deliberate action, we can make key changes that will have longlasting effects on the environment and provide for a sustainable future and a better quality of life.
In order to assist with the islands’ economic recovery in the short-term and transition to a greener,
more sustainable economy, we believe that changes must be made in eight key sectors. The
intention underpinning these recommendations is to highlight opportunities for potential
stimulation of employment (short-term gains), leading to large ‘learning curve’ effects, which will
generate longer term benefits. High level explanations of the rationale for the recommendations are
included below along with a sample of the wider range of recommendations contained in Appendix
1.1.
1) Energy Independence & Diversification
The energy economy of the Cayman Islands is based almost entirely on imported oil products and
the pandemic has shown just how variable the world markets can be. The NEP (2017) sets out
International Energy Agency. (April 2020) Global Energy Review 2020.
https://www.iea.org/reports/global-energy-review-2020
3 United Nations Environmental Programme. (2019). Emissions Gap Report 2019.
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/30797/EGR2019.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
2
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ambitious targets to enhance and embrace a sustainable lifestyle through responsible and
innovative energy supply and consumption. In a post-pandemic world, renewable energy is even
more important in order to reduce economic and infrastructure vulnerability. Volatility in fossil fuel
prices creates uncertainty and threatens energy security. The cost of renewable energy
technologies continues to decline at unprecedented rates and investments in renewable energy and
energy efficiency can increase green jobs throughout the Cayman Islands, grow the local
sustainable energy industry which supports greening of the tourism and construction sectors and
real estate market, and provide us with energy security for a climate-resilient future.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Immediately implement a government policy to install solar energy on all new government
buildings and to retrofit solar energy on all existing government buildings on all three islands,
including hurricane shelters, hospitals and schools, in order to make use of the current solar
energy allocation for government buildings. This would support existing workforces and
generate green jobs in the short-term as well as increase resilience and decrease the costs
of running government buildings in the long term.



Mandate OfReg to work with CUC to establish a new version of the CORE program to
significantly expand and simplify its implementation and make the best use of Cayman’s
capacity for rooftop solar (distributed generation). Cayman’s established green jobs are
under threat from the limitations of the CORE program and current economic conditions. By
expanding and simplifying the CORE program, the government can make best use of
established delivery mechanisms and market structures to develop new green jobs and
support existing buildings. In addition, lower energy bills could free up capital to be spent
elsewhere and build resilience and energy independence.



In line with the NEP, establish and promote duty concessions for energy efficient certified or
eco-labelled appliances, electronics, office equipment, lighting, heating and cooling, and
building products (use EPA Energy Star scheme as guidance). Ensure retailers pass on these
cost savings to their customers. Not only would this help with energy consumption, it would
also increase spending in local stores and bring forward deferred purchases, increasing the
demand for skilled installation technicians and labour.

2) Sustainable Tourism
As we look to the future reopening of the Cayman Islands’ tourism industry, now is the time to
ensure that when we restart, we can promote and deliver a high quality, truly sustainable tourism
product. We have a window of opportunity to make changes which did not seem possible when our
tourism industry experienced very little down-time; changes which help us to emerge stronger than
ever, with a larger and more diverse set of employment opportunities for Caymanians. An analysis
of the carrying capacity of our existing attractions will help to ensure that they are managed
appropriately to maximise visitor experience and satisfaction without compromising the integrity
of the attraction. The opportunity to enhance and promote alternative/additional tourism
attractions, such as National Parks, can be explored.
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To facilitate the diversification of Cayman’s tourism offering away from mass cruise tourism,
Cayman can direct its energy to upmarket tourism with patrons offered safe and enjoyable islands
shielded from COVID-19 and other infectious diseases. Our new tourism product can focus on our
natural advantages of safety, clean seas and coastlines with expanded biodiversity activities
showcased by trained and certified guides on the three islands.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Expand protected areas through the designation of Crown land and the purchase of private
lands nominated by the NCC, allowing completion of National Parks and scope to develop
visitor infrastructure (trails, interpretation, visitor shelters or even visitor centres in some
cases) for recreation and nature tourism at places like Meagre Bay Pond, Hemmington Forest
on Cayman Brac, and Barkers. This would create direct jobs during construction and then
provide new, green tourism jobs and new tourism attractions to enhance our tourism
product. Being able to advertise the islands as a truly environmentally responsible
destination, demonstrated through the protection of its most-unique biodiversity and
development of well-thought out nature-tourism experiences, is also a very powerful
marketing tool.



In line with the recommendations of the National Tourism Plan, develop carrying capacity
plans for our most popular attractions so that they can be managed for sustainable tourism
once we reopen. Planning for our future tourism now will enable us to ensure Caymanians
are made ready to take up more tourism roles and ensure a higher quality of life for those
Caymanians, as well as enhance our tourism product.



Mandate the development and implementation of a national certification programme for
tourism guides which draws on the knowledge, expertise and experience of existing
environmental and cultural departments and Non-Governmental Organisations. This would
ensure that, moving forward, visitors receive accurate information about Cayman’s
environmental and cultural resources and take away an authentic Caymanian experience.
During the ongoing period of ‘down-time’ for many tourism enterprises, furloughed or
unemployed workers could be required to obtain certification, possibly tied to the receipt of
any further unemployment benefits, in readiness for the re-opening of the industry.

3) Building Renovations
According to the IEA, energy efficiency actions (like solar panels, installing insulation, tinting
windows, and servicing air conditioners) are labour-intensive and benefit small to medium-sized
businesses. These businesses and low- to mid- income-bracket households need our support during
the economic recovery. Energy efficiency measures have long-term benefits to the cost of running
homes and businesses – freeing up capital to be spent elsewhere in the economy. Many energy
efficiency measures are low-cost, easy-to-implement measures that can bring economic benefits
and cheaper energy bills. Energy efficiency actions not only support the goals of the NEP, but they
can also help to meet the goals of economic stimulus programmes by supporting existing
workforces and creating new jobs, boosting economic activity in key labour-intensive sectors and
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deliver long term benefits such as increased competitiveness, reduced greenhouse gas emissions,
improved energy affordability and lower bills.4
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Subsidise and encourage measures to improve the energy efficiency and performance of homes
to benefit many levels. Improved home insulation can help reduce energy costs and
Government-subsidised home insulation schemes could be explored, especially for lowerincome households, including window tinting.



Develop grant schemes and green loans for building renovations through local banks, Cayman
Development Bank and the CICSA Credit Union to support retrofits for private home
owners, perhaps supported by ‘green’ capital from international financial institutions e.g.
World Bank or Caribbean Development Bank.



Develop standard solar panel-equipped carport plans that meet the requirements of CUC and
the Building Control Unit to allow for ‘off-the-shelf’ plans to be available for solar carports. A
current barrier to implementing solar panel-equipped carports is that each project is
undertaken from scratch. Off-the-shelf plans would encourage uptake by streamlining the
process and would generate additional government revenue.

4) Sustainable Mobility and Transport
No one is looking forward to sitting in stand-still traffic again. The changes we have experienced
under the Shelter-in-Place restrictions can be leveraged into long lasting change so that we can be
more productive as a society, spending less time in our cars. Our roads can be repurposed,
retrofitted and redesigned to make our journeys quicker and more pleasant as well as reduce
greenhouse gases and air pollution emissions. Private vehicle use is the second-highest contributor
to our national emissions5 and is one way people can change their actions for the better if given the
right opportunities. There are many quick fixes (e.g. improving Old Crewe Road, existing pedestrian
easements, formalising informal routes with easements and physical improvements). Internal
neighbourhood connections could be improved by land acquisitions or law. Enabling the uptake of
sustainable mobility options can support clean energy transitions while increasing well-being and
productivity. Measures to control COVID-19 have changed everyone’s working patterns; this
disruption will allow for long lasting changes towards more sustainable mobility patterns and
practices going forward.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Accelerate the National Roads Authority’s Complete Streets initiative by building and
protecting green corridors and segregated bike lanes. Repurposing and retrofitting our

International Energy Agency. (April 2020). Energy Efficiency and Economic Stimulus. IEA Strategic
Considerations for Policy Makers. https://www.iea.org/articles/energy-efficiency-and-economic-stimulus
5 Aether. (2020). The Cayman Islands’ GHG Inventory 1990-2018.
4
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existing streets would provide direct jobs through construction and improve quality of life
as well as generate health benefits.


Reduce transport impacts by executing action 3.4.4.3 of the NEP’s Implementation Plan “Adopt
measures to decrease road demand” through providing government incentives and leading by
example by facilitating staggered hours of work and encouraging regular working from home
under normal conditions. Our response to COVID-19 has proven that e-commerce and eGovernment are absolutely possible with huge benefits for reducing our carbon footprint.
Fewer hours in traffic would also increase productivity and quality of life.



In addition to the measures already taken in 2019, further duty and licensing concessions
should be granted to electric tour and public buses, scooters, bicycles and other low-emission
vehicles. With lower duty and licensing fees applied to low-emissions vehicles, it may
encourage spending on these items, supporting local supply chains.

5) The Recovery of Biodiversity
How we emerge from the state of lockdown will have lasting effects on global biodiversity. The
reduction in environmental degradation as a result of the pandemic has the potential to trigger
enormous benefits on biodiversity and conservation outcomes. It seems likely that this virus
emerged due to wildlife exploitation and the risk of new diseases increases with environmental
degradation.6 We are calling for a plan for nature, one that sufficiently invests in the protection,
restoration and sustainable management of biodiversity, and that repositions nature at the heart of
sustainable development.7
Along with increased focus on nature tourism, the control of pests and invasive species (both plant
and animal) needs to be addressed, with legal regulations in place to allow humane control. For
example, failure to address predation by feral cats has already threatened two breeding seasons of
endemic populations of our Blue and Sister Islands Rock iguanas and rare colonies of large
seabirds. The control of invasive species and pests is a proven employment generator on the
islands.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Allocate further budget for the green iguana cull and evaluate potential to expand to feral cats
and chickens. Further budget for iguana culls and other expansion to feral cats and chickens
would provide employment opportunities with low barriers to entry and exit. It would also
provide an elastic interim opportunity responsive to demand so cullers normally operating
in the tourism sector could return to tourism once the sector reopens.



Pass the Enhanced Marine Parks Regulations. The existing Marine Parks were proven to
have economic benefits to fishing and tourism. The enhanced Marine Parks were designed

Pearson et al. (22 May 2020) Covid-19 recovery can benefit biodiversity. Science 368(6493) pp 838-839.
Ervin, Jamison. (27 March 2020). Apply the hard lessons of coronavirus to the biodiversity crisis. United
Nations Development Programme.
6
7
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with consultation of local fisherman and passing the Marine Parks Regulations can bring
about further economic benefits by protecting and enhancing the ecosystem services that
we enjoy through recreation, tourism and fishing, 8 and raising Cayman’s international
image and marketing potential as a proactive champion of the marine environment.


Support turtle friendly initiatives and implement the Turtle Friendly Lighting duty exemption.
The proposal is already being considered by Government and its implementation would
make the purchase of certified turtle friendly lighting products more financially attractive,
whilst creating green jobs for local electricians and other maintenance works, not just in
new construction but in the numerous retrofits needed for established properties. Retailers
who stock the products would also enjoy a boost. Wild sea turtle nesting is a huge tourismdraw for the islands and it coincides with the traditionally low-season for tourism (May to
November). The DoE is developing an accreditation scheme for properties that have turtle
friendly lighting, so that they can promote themselves as being a turtle friendly property
which has already proven a powerful marketing tool.

6) Sustainable Agriculture
The threat of COVID-19 made many fear for food security. As we move forward, we must confront
and resolve a number of issues and challenges that have impeded the country from achieving its full
agricultural potential and increasing domestic agricultural output. The future vision must be a
robust and sustainable agriculture sector.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:

8



Improve education of students and the community at large in agricultural techniques, for
example, by using a programme similar to 4-H. Education in agricultural techniques can
encourage agricultural jobs, equip our children with useful skills and knowledge and
increase agricultural efficiency.



Identify and protect land that is or has been traditionally used for agriculture from conversion
into housing. Land traditionally under cultivation should be mapped and, unless there is a
compelling reason to change from that use, then it should remain as land for agriculture.
Protecting agricultural land prevents farmers from being pushed out by development
pressure, increases yields and efficiency and safeguards primary, undisturbed ecologically
sensitive habitats.



Support local farmers in the implementation of modern agricultural techniques such as
hydroponics, vertical growing, shade houses, closed loop farming, and encouraging
renewable energy. Efficiency measures can not only improve earnings, create sustainable
agricultural jobs and contribute to food security, but they will also help to protect
biodiverse, environmentally sensitive land from inappropriate conversion to agriculture. In
addition, modern intensive farming techniques will diversify traditional farming jobs and
will potentially appeal to a greater cross-section of the labour force.

Wolfs Company. (2017). The Economics of Enhancing the Marine Protected Areas of the Cayman Islands.
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7) Amenities and Connectivity
For many people, pre-pandemic daily life was consumed with commuting to work, driving to the
gym, and shuttling home. With the Shelter-In-Place restrictions introduced, many people have
found themselves walking, jogging or cycling for the first time in years, and appreciating their local
community in a new way. But many communities have found themselves without adequate access
to useable recreational space, walking along the edge of roads with no sidewalks and no
segregation from traffic. Many have found that their communities have no meaningful areas of play
for their children or places of respite for the elderly or weary pedestrian. This period of reflection
brought about by COVID-19 can be used to channel sustainable development for communities, so
that all citizens and residents have access to amenity and recreation spaces to keep happy and
healthy.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Prioritise the formulation of neighbourhood plans, which ensure that districts have access to
usable open space, green corridors and safe transit routes for non-motorised travel,
affordable housing, and local infrastructure as appropriate e.g. shop, post office, community
centre, playing field(s), recycling drop-off points etc. Neighbourhood plans should be
underpinned and guided by community engagement and involvement.



Develop a variety of parks (including dog parks) and nature and urban trails for hiking and
biking (ranked highest among those surveyed for PLANCayman).



Develop and enforce guidelines for the development of Crown property, including making best
use of existing assets and other opportunities on Crown property to provide residents with
reasonable amenity space/recreation space within walking distance.

8) Circular Economy
A circular economy means designing out waste and pollution, keeping products and materials in
use and regenerating the natural system. It means sharing, leasing, reusing, repairing, refurbishing
and recycling existing materials and products for as long as possible. The post-COVID-19 economic
hardships will affect us all, but some are likely to be hit harder than others. A circular economy can
provide resilience and a helping hand to those in need, while reducing waste and creating
employment in adjacent sectors of the economy.
As part of our economic recovery plan we could:


Develop initiatives to divert ‘good enough’ materials from the landfill e.g. furniture that needs
reupholstering or refinishing, cabinets from renovations etc. By increasing the domestic
market for goods (e.g. selling second hand products which have been up-cycled), we could
increase local spending and avoid importing new items which sends money off-island.
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Invest in training opportunities, education, courses etc. for local people in “green” jobs e.g.
electric vehicle maintenance, solar panel installation, environmentally sensitive landscaping
design. Encouraging training can increase the number of Caymanians in green jobs.



Partner with UCCI or Inspire Cayman to train people involved in the circular economy e.g.
providing workspaces and classes to develop e.g. woodworking skills, cabinetry repair skills.
Providing classes and workspaces for circular economy initiatives can increase job
opportunities and increase skills within our local population



Start a “Cash for clunkers” problem to get unroadworthy vehicles off the roads and reduce the
numberof discarded vehicles so they can be recycled/scrapped. A Cash for Clunkers scheme
can reduce unsightly vehicle dumping, and decrease emissions from old cars. Not only
would there be benefits by increasing cash-in-hand for people who properly dispose of
unroadworthy vehicles, but it would also create economic benefits in the supply chain by
driving new sales as people may bring forward new purchases by using that cash to
purchase newer energy efficient cars. A properly managed salvage yard where cars are
stored prior to disposal but accessible for parts recycling could also assist with a circular
economy.
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Appendix 1.1
To achieve our aims, we have developed a range of suggestions that could feature in the Economic
Assessment and Stimulus Plan for our islands.
Goal
Energy
Independence
and
Diversification

Initiative
Install solar energy on government buildings on all three islands including
hospitals and schools in order to make use of the solar energy allocation for
government buildings.
Establish a new version of the CORE program to significantly expand and
simplify its implementation, make the best use of Cayman’s capacity for
rooftop solar.
Review duty waiver on renewable energy technologies and update as
necessary.
Establish and promote duty concessions for energy efficient certified or ecolabelled appliances, electronics, office equipment, lighting, heating and cooling,
and building products (use EPA Energy Star scheme as guidance). Ensure
retailers pass on these cost savings to their customers.
Establish national fuel efficiency standard and incentivise use of new and
existing vehicles that meet this standard.

Sustainable
Tourism

Launch a national energy efficiency campaign run through a central hub for
information on energy efficiency measures, programs, and product and service
availability promoted by retailers and service providers
Expand protected areas by land purchases, allowing completion of National
Parks and scope to develop visitor infrastructure (trails, interpretation, visitor
shelters or even visitor centres in some cases) for recreation and nature
tourism at places like Meagre Bay Pond, Hemmington Forest on Cayman Brac,
and Barkers.
Develop carrying capacity plans for our most popular attractions so that they
can be managed for sustainable tourism once we reopen.
Assess options for managed shoreline retreat (e.g. removal of seawalls and
structures located on the active beach) and other environmentally-beneficial
works that can be undertaken when there are no visitors.
Work with DOT to identify synergies between the employment needs of the
environmental and tourism sectors as part of the adaptation strategy in
Government’s 3-year Cayman Islands Tourism Recovery Plan.
Reinstate environmental programmes for the tourism sector e.g. CEPTS to
ensure that tourism properties, tour operators and attractions are operating
sustainably and are continuously improving sustainability practices to meet
23

The National Conservation Council - Fostering a duty of care to the environment

NCC Annual Report 2020 v2.1
Goal
Building
Renovations

Initiative
certification criteria. Implement the recommendations of the Global
Sustainable Tourism Council’s destination report on the 3 islands.
Subsidise and encourage measures to improve the energy efficiency and
performance of homes to benefit many levels. Improved home insulation can
help reduce energy costs. Government-subsidised home insulation schemes
could be explored, especially for lower-income households, including window
tinting.
Develop grant schemes and green loans through local banks, Cayman
Development Bank or the CICSA Credit Union to support retrofits for private
home owners, perhaps supported by ‘green’ capital from international
financial institutions e.g. World Bank or Caribbean Development Bank.
Develop standard solar panel-equipped carport plans that meet the
requirements of CUC and the Planning Department to allow for ‘off-the-shelf’
plans to be available for solar carports.
Implement a duty waiver for lower carbon building materials and practices.

Sustainable
Mobility and
Transport

For new and major renovations of commercial buildings, provide substantial
incentives to building owners for projects that demonstrate significantly
higher efficiency than conventional buildings of the same category and size
(use EPA Target Finder calculator tool).
Build green corridors and segregated bike lanes and accelerate the NRA’s
Complete Streets Initiative.
Provide government incentives and lead by example to reduce transport
impacts by facilitating staggered hours of work and encouraging regular
working from home under normal conditions.
Duty waivers for bicycles and other low emission vehicles in addition to the
positive recent changes made.
Waive licensing fees for electric and hybrid buses/public transport.
Reduce licensing fees for scooters or other low-emission vehicles that use
roadways (for all owners, not just public transport).
Accelerate the development of a more comprehensive public transport system
and create innovative ways (including pricing structures) to incentivise its use.
Enhance and expand ferry services and terminals at key nodes, ensuring
adequate bus and taxi support services to facilitate onward journey of
passengers to the Central Bus Depot, other business centres and attractions.
Subsidise conversion to fuel efficient marine engines (biofuels if feasible).
Establish vehicle emissions standards.
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Goal
The Recovery
of Biodiversity

Initiative
Set a target for electric vehicles on the roads and implement measures to
accomplish it.
Allocate further budget for iguana cull and potential to expand to feral cats and
chickens
Pass the Enhanced Marine Parks Regulations.
Support turtle friendly lighting initiatives.
Establish additional protected areas for local people and as nature reserves.
Implement measures associated with the Mangrove Conservation Plan such as
mangrove planting projects, ‘train the trainer’ workshops for mangrove
trimming, etc.
Relaunch the ‘Sea Sense’ initiative with a focus on sustainable locally sourced
seafood and develop a health and sustainability campaign targeted at lowering
meat consumption in the face of rising meat prices and potential global
shortages.

Sustainable
Agriculture

Launch a survey on social media platforms to identify areas most
photographed or where people experienced bird song or interaction with wild
species during shelter-in-place and determine how best to recognise and
preserve these areas (e.g. existing overlay or new designation which could be
integrated into PLANCayman and other policies)
Protect prime agricultural land from conversion into housing. Map land
traditionally under cultivation and, unless there is a compelling reason to
change from that use, then it should remain as land for agriculture.
Support local farmers in the implementation of additional modern agricultural
techniques.
Encourage sustainable aquaculture.
Update DOA’s Food Security and Nutrition Policy to reflect realities and lessons
learned from COVID-19 and support its implementation.
Revive lands left fallow and invest in practices to increase yields in situ
wherever possible prior to clearance of new areas.
Assist farmers to transition to more drought- and salt-tolerant crop varieties
Find synergies with agri-tourism to provide further employment opportunities
and diversification of the domestic and wider tourism economy.
Ensure adequate provisions exist in PLANCayman and Planning regulations to
support urban and community gardens, and rooftop gardens, and other food
production techniques outside of traditional agricultural land use.
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Goal
Amenities and
Connectivity

Initiative
Build green corridors and segregated bike lanes and accelerating the NRA’s
Complete Streets Initiative.
Develop and enforce guidelines for the development Crown property, including
making best use of existing assets, to provide residents with reasonable
amenity space/recreation space within walking distance.
Prioritise the formulation of neighbourhood plans, which ensure that districts
have access to usable open space, green corridors and safe transit routes for
non-motorised travel, affordable housing, and local infrastructure as
appropriate e.g. shop, post office, community centre, playing field(s), recycling
drop-off points etc. Neighbourhood plans should be underpinned and guided
by community engagement and involvement.

Circular
Economy

Encourage the better use of existing government facilities and investigate ways
to make existing government buildings more accessible.
Start a “Cash for Clunkers” problem to get unroadworthy vehicles off the roads
and reduce the amount of discarded vehicles so they can be recycled/scrapped.
Develop initiatives to divert ‘good enough’ materials from the landfill e.g.
furniture that needs reupholstering or refinishing, cabinets from renovations
etc.
Explore regulation change to open up the possibility for greywater reuse,
composting toilets, rain gardens and soakaways, constructed wetlands and
other water reuse measures
Encourage large-scale composing to make better use of vegetative waste
instead of sending it to the landfill.
Invest in training opportunities, education, courses etc. for local people in
‘green’ jobs e.g. e-vehicle maintenance, landscaping design.
Partner with UCCI or Inspire Cayman to train people involved in circular
economy e.g. providing workspaces and classes to develop e.g. woodworking
skills, cabinetry repair skills.
Encourage a trial of sustainable effluent treatment at the Cayman Turtle
Centre.
Develop a utility body focusing on sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) in
order to properly advise on solutions to avoid flooding. This would directly
create jobs to staff the utility and create additional jobs in the private sector for
implementation of SUDS.
Assess and investigate the need for importation of aggregate given the
programme of works and development in Cayman.
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