28 May 2025

Environmental Assessment Board’s Review of the East-West Arterial Final Environmental
Statement

1. Overview of the EIA Process

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was carried out in order to assist Cabinet in the decision-
making process for the proposed East-West Arterial. The EIA was conducted in accordance with the EIA
Directive (2016). An Environmental Assessment Board (EAB) was appointed by the National Conservation
Council (NCC) to guide the EIA for the design and construction of the extension to the East-West Arterial
Extension Road (the Proposed Project). The EAB comprises members of the Department of Environment
(DoE), Planning Department, Public Works Department (PWD) and Water Authority Cayman (WAC) (the
PWD appointee did not attend EAB meetings).

Section 1.2 of the Environmental Statement (ES) adequately describes the project background leading up
to the preparation of the document. The East-West Arterial was originally gazetted in 2005 and then after
an intervening period of deprioritisation, there was a renewed focus on the Proposed Project in 2016. The
NCC took the decision to require an EIA on 26 October 2016. However, efforts to undertake the EIA only
began in earnestin 2021 with the request for and development of a Scoping Opinion and later the Terms of
Reference. After a period of public consultation, the final Terms of Reference was prepared by the NRA
and their consultant team, and was approved by the EAB on 4 April 2023.

2. Constraints on the Outcomes of the EIA Process
Three main issues affected the quality of the outputs of the EIA process:

i. thelack of an agreed national vision and plan for the country that incorporates the basis for
projected population growth;

ii. the fact that the technical studies and modelling for the Hydrology/Hydrogeology and
Hydraulics component of the EIA were scoped and carried out outside of the EIA process
with no real input or oversight from the EAB; and

ii. theforeshortened timeline placed on the consultants and the EAB to complete the EIA.
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Each of these issues is discussed in more detail in the relevant sections below.

3. Long-List and Short-List Evaluation

Inthe EAB’s view, the best route has not been selected. During the Shortlist of Alternatives Assessment, the
EAB recommended B2 because it was predicted to be cheaper and better for the environment. A Directive
from Cabinet was issued stating that B3 had been chosen, but no reasons were provided to support the
decision. A great deal of public feedback received on the ES during public consultation revolved around
why B3 had been chosen instead of B2. Ultimately, the EIA does not make a decision on a project, it only
provides the information to decision-makers to help them make an informed decision

4. Overview of Areas of Uncertainty

The review below is not a summary of the EIA - a Non-Technical Summary has been provided by the
National Roads Authority (NRA) and their Consultant’s Team. The review below focuses only on the areas
of greatest uncertainty, risk or professional disagreement with the EIA. The EIA documented many impacts
of high significance in the EIA, both beneficial and adverse, and their recommended mitigation. The Non-
Technical Summary and the Environmental Statement should be read alongside this review.

4.1 Engineering and Design

Chapter 6 of the ES noted an important limitation with respect to sealevel rise and that the Proposed Project
has been developed to a conceptual level appropriate for an EIA. The chapter also pointed out that as the
project progresses, ongoing refinement and design updates will be needed as additional information
becomes available:

“Throughout the design process, the project team prioritized environmental stewardship, carefully planning
the Proposed Project alignment and construction considerations to best avoid and minimise impacts on
wetlands, wildlife habitats, and cultural resources. For a detailed view of the adjustments made to avoid
environmentally sensitive areas, refer to Appendix F.4: Comparison to Original Gazetted Alternative. These
efforts include the recommendation to install pipes and culverts in wetland areas alongside fill placement.

This approach is designed to preserve natural hydrology and ensure uninterrupted water flow to the
wetlands, preventing damming and minimising flooding throughout both the construction and operational
phases of the project. An integrated engineering design approach was used to incorporate sustainability
and future-proofing measures, by examining the Proposed Project in relation to future development and
climate challenges, including rising sea levels and extreme weather events. Sea level rise was considered
during the conceptual development of the Proposed Project. Analysis of the degree of effectiveness will be
evaluated in the detailed design phase using relevant hydrologic and hydraulic modelling techniques and
the most current information on the sea level rise forecast.
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For the Proposed Project, it is estimated that sea levels could rise up to 1.64 ft (0.5 m) over the 50-year life
of the corridor. Sea level rise was not included in the Road Flood Modelling and Roadway Drainage
Openings report used to design the concept profile for the Proposed Project. This projected increase
poses significant challenges to the design, which does not account for sea level rise in the planning of
structure openings or roadway surface elevations.

As sea levels continue to rise, the freeboard below structure openings may be reduced to less than 3 ft (0.9
m), significantly impacting the safety and effectiveness of these structures during storm events.
Furthermore, surge waters could begin to encroach on the travel lanes, especially along the lowest areas of
the roadway surface. The lowest areas of the roadway surface are currently designed to remain dry at the
edge of the travel lanes during a 50-year storm event. A 50-year storm event refers to a storm of a certain
magnitude, such a hurricane or rainstorm, that on average is expected to occur at least once every 50-years
(2% chance of occurring in any given year) and can be considered a significant storm event. While the road
may still be passable at higher points during such events when accounting for sea level rise, the increasing
frequency and severity of flooding could disrupt traffic flow and escalate maintenance costs.

To address these issues, it is imperative to incorporate further sea level rise considerations into the
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis during the detailed design phase of the project. This analysis should guide
the redesign of drainage systems, elevation of critical infrastructure, and selection of resilient construction
materials that can withstand frequent inundation. Proactively adjusting the design to accommodate
potential future sea levelrrise will help ensure that the Proposed Project corridor remains functional and safe
throughout its operational lifespan, protecting it against the adverse effects of climate change and rising
sealevels.”

Very importantly, the EIA also states this:

“In summary, the Proposed Project has been developed to a conceptual level appropriate for an EIA, based
on the current information available. Advancing the design will require more precise data, continued
alignment with evolving site conditions, and adjustments to accommodate NRA’s preferences. These
limitations, as highlighted, indicate the need for ongoing refinement and design updates as additional
information becomes available in subsequent stages.”

Sea levelrise is a very important aspect to be considered because of the Critical Success Factors identified
for the Proposed Project, the lifespan of the Proposed Project, as well as the impact on resiliency and on
costs. As mentioned both above and below, the hydrology assessments were conducted outside of the EIA
process and so the EAB had no input into the scope of the work. There was limited inclusion of our
comments on the completed report, and the timeframe allowed for completion of the EIA was also limited.

4.2 Transportation and Mobility

The Travel Demand Model was developed by the National Roads Authority to predict traffic volumes and
journey times. The Travel Demand Model includes land use assumptions around future roadway
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improvements. The roadway improvements were built-in to the model (i.e. assumed to be built and
operational) and in this case, included routes such as BP40 (a new road from Manse Road to Pedro Castle
Drive), the Anton Bodden Connector and Shamrock Road Connectors. The EAB made efforts to ensure that
the Project Steering Committee agreed on the schemes which were considered committed and part of the
baseline. In our view, the roadway improvements included in any model should not be overly optimistic and
include roads that have not yet been through full planning and environmental assessment. However, these
efforts were ultimately dismissed by the National Roads Authority and the Ministry of Planning, Agriculture,
Housing and Infrastructure during meetings on 23 and 24" August 2023. On 12 September 2023, the NRA
and Ministry of PAHI signed a memorandum issuing a directive that the EIA shall be based on their views of
which planned projects should be included, and therefore did notinclude any EAB input.

The EAB'’s opportunity to feed into the development of the predictions of future traffic was limited to
participation in a half-day workshop (the Land Use Charette) with a wider group of stakeholders from
various agencies in Grand Cayman to develop predicted population totals for a 2074 Low Growth Scenario,
2074 Medium Growth Scenario and 2074 High Growth Scenario. These growth scenarios were essentially
guesses from the assembled group, primarily on the assumption that, in the absence of any policy steer or
intervention from the government, growth would continue as it has been.

The calculations of travel time proposed in Chapter 7 have been derived outside of any interference from
the EAB (as purported during the Public Consultations on the draft ES) and represent an optimistic scenario
with respect to other built-out roadway improvements. These calculation times show that the East-West
Arterial will not reduce travel times in a meaningful/significant way, but will only reduce the long-term
worsening impact of traffic over time as shown in Table 1below.

Table 1. Average Travel Time in Minutes without the Proposed Project (No Build) and with the
Proposed Project, derived from Table 7-7 of the ES showing combined average travel times, AM
Westbound and PM Eastbound (minutes)

2025 2036 2046 2074 Low | 2074 2074
Medium High
Average No Build | 49 58 61 86 73 178
Travel Time | Proposed | 44 52 54 60 61 105
in minutes Project
Difference in minutes ** | 5 6 7 26 12 73

** Table 7.7 of the ES shows the difference in percentage change, the table above shows the change in
minutes.

The average travel time savings will be five minutesin 2025, six minutes in 2036, and seven minutes in 2046.
The actualtraveltime increasesin each of these scenarios. Under the three population scenarios developed
for 2074, the difference will be between 26 minutes (Low Growth) and 73 minutes (High Growth). An
average travel time savings of 5 to 7 minutes between 2025 and 2046 is relatively small, and is unlikely to
realise expectations that residents in the Eastern District will be spending substantially less time in traffic in
the morning and afternoon. The data shows that the East-West Arterial’'s main benefit is to prevent the

Department of Environment 580 North Sound Road
P.+1(345) 949-8469 PO Box 10202,
E.EMU.DOE@gov.ky KY1-1002 gov.ky



mailto:EMU.DOE@gov.ky

worsening of traffic with Cayman’s current trajectory of unrestricted high levels of population growth and
limited public transportation, but it will do little to reduce the existing congestion to shorten current journey
times.

There is a lack of an up-to-date Development Plan or National Plan for direct physical development or
manage population growth. The lack of projections for population growth has impacted the overall EIA
process as there is no clarity on what we are planning for. The design horizon for this project is 50 years,
which is typical for major infrastructure. The EIA shows that the fully built-out road comprising 2 dual travel
lanes, a double transit lane and a micro-mobility path will accommodate traffic for the medium growth
scenario (135,000 people by 2074), but will be inadequate for the high growth scenario (300,000 people by
2074).

4.3 Noise and Vibration

The ES Chapter predicted between minor and moderate changes from noise, including construction noise
and road traffic noise. Chapter 9 of the ES stated,

“For the 2026 Proposed Project, 889 noise receptors are projected to experience a noticeable increase in
noise level (Major, Moderate, or Minor) and 452 noise receptors are projected to experience a noticeable
decrease in noise level (Major, Moderate, or Minor). In addition, 94 noise receptors are projected to
experience no substantial change in noise level (Negligible or No change).”

In other words, the people currently being exposed to noise along the coastal road would have an
improvement because the main route for traffic would now be on the East-West Arterial. However, people
who live near the East-West Arterial would experience more road traffic noise because of the new road.
Particularly, people who reside in the communities between Hirst Road and Will T Drive, and close to Frank
Sound Road would experience more road traffic noise. Figure 9-5 from the ES shows a good indication of
the changes.
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Figure 1. Proposed Project 2074- Low Scenario Magnitude of Change (Figure 9-5 of the ES)

The ES proposed mitigation techniques to aid in reducing the projected noise impacts of the operations

phase, in particular a Noise Barrier was proposed along the intersection with Frank Sound Road as shown
in Figure 2 below.
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Figure 2. Proposed Noise Barrier Location near Frank Sound (Figure 9-11 of the ES)

The importance of this mitigation measure should not be lost in ongoing discussions regarding the road,
as it must be costed for and included in the budget in order to actually be implemented (like all the
mitigation measures in the EMP).

4.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

There are no Cayman Islands-specific greenhouse gas emissions thresholds, making a qualitative
assessment of the significance of effects very difficult. It is the EAB’s view that the greenhouse gas
emissions from the Proposed Project are high, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Throughout Life of the Project (Figure 10-37 of the
ES)

Type Metric Tonnes (COze) Short Tons (COze)
Construction Tailpipe 32,388 35,702
Peat/Habitat* 73,5689 81,118

Bulk Material Total 97,953 107,974

Traffic Baseline 59,722 65,832
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Type Metric Tonnes (COze) Short Tons (COz¢e)
Traffic 2026 78,335 86,350

Traffic 2036 79,474 87,605

Traffic 2046 77,830 85,793

Traffic 2074 Low 112,435 123,938

Traffic 2074 Medium 116,642 128,575

Traffic 2074 High 527,266 581,210

Annual Carbon Sequestration Loss 4242 467.6

Solar Array -566,644 -624,618

In 2022, the emissions per capita in the Cayman Islands was 18.8 MT/CO2e/person. The Proposed Project
is estimated to emit 73,588.97 MT CO:ze from peat removal and habitat removal, which is equivalent to the
annual greenhouse gas emissions of approximately 4,000 people.

In total, during construction, there is predicted to be 203,930 MT CO-e emitted which is equivalent to the
annual greenhouse gas emissions of approximately 10,000 people.

The NRA and their Consultants explored the idea of including a solar panel canopy (to be delivered by
others) and included it in their description of the Proposed Project. Curiously, the benefits of the solar panel
canopy are so high that it is a major factor in determining value for money in the Cost-Benefit Analysis. In the
Cost-Benefit Analysis, Excellent Fit Proposed Project Medium Growth WebTag Analysis of Discounted
Monetised Costs and Benefits Including Solar Array, the following was reported:

o +$81.86 Million 2024 USD in electricity cost savings from solar canopy,
e +$118.18 Million 2024 USD in carbon emissions savings from solar canopy, and
e -$36.04 Million 2024 USD in solar canopy costs.

The solar panel array results in $164 Million 2024 USD in benefits, almost 35% of the total predicted Net
Present Value of the Proposed Project in that scenario. This element is outside of the ambit of the NRA, and
there isareal possibility that it may not be delivered as part of the Proposed Project. Without the solar panel
array, the benefits of the Proposed Project are much lower.

45 Geo-Environmental

The work undertaken to date on the geo-environmental assessment is not enough for the final design. The
EIA does highlight these limitations and constraints saying,

“The following limitations and constraints apply to the assessment of geo-environmental features and
resources in this chapter:
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o Limited survey within the Proposed Project corridor does not provide the level of detail necessary
for final design calculation and analysis.

o Limited geotechnical investigation within the Proposed Project corridor does not provide the level
of detail necessary for final design calculation and analysis. The available geotechnical information
consisted of test pit logs from a previous investigation along a different alignment. No ground
investigations at depth (i.e., boreholes) were carried out at that stage due to limited access.

o [ ackof water quality data that informs other types of potential freshwater contamination with other
pollutants.

e Limited understanding of the actual hydrogeological dynamics within the karst formation due to
limited geotechnical investigation on the dimensions, connections, and levels of unconfined
aquifers.

The elements will be completed as part of detailed design of the Proposed Project, which will occur once
the EIA is complete.”

In addition, in response to questions from the EAB, the Consultants stated, “Stormwater management will
be further assessed during detailed design.” When the EAB questioned the limitations of the studies, we
were advised that the Consultants considered it adequate to determine proof-of-concept.

The public consultation raised questions around the road elevation and requirements for elevation of future
development. The NRA and the Consultants could not fully answer the question because there is no link
between the decision-making for potential future development requirements by the Central Planning
Authority and the NRA’s decisions for the Proposed Project.

4.6 Hydrology and Hydrogeology

Due to the time-constrained nature of the EIA and the reluctance of the Ministry of Infrastructure (in the
various iterations) to start the EIA, the Consultant was unable to verify data that were used for the hydrology
and hydrogeology assessment. The assessment presented was to ‘proof-of-concept’ level only. The EIA
does highlight these limitations and constraints appropriately saying,

“This evaluation is primarily based on a review of desktop resources with limited ground truthing. The
following limitations and constraints apply to the assessment of hydrology and drainage in this chapter:

o [Limited available survey data within the Proposed Project corridor does not provide the level of
detail necessary for detailed design.

o Limited geotechnical investigation information regarding the Proposed Project corridor does not
provide the level of detail necessary for detailed design.

e Final design standards and regulations baseline requirements has not been fully confirmed by

interested parties.
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o Modelling performed under attached reports does not cover localized drainage systems and is only
at “proof of concept” level for roadway opening structures. Additional detailed modelling and
analysis will be required for detailed design.

e Modelling performed under attached reports used LiDAR data provided by the Cayman Islands
Lands & Survey Department, which was inconsistent in some areas and contained data processing
misrepresentations (i.e., low points were classified as noise, etc.).”

It is noted that the project proponents determined that the hydrologic and hydraulic assessments and
drainage modelling would be undertaken outside of the EIA process. The EAB had no input into the scope
of these assessments, and the consultants (RVE and Baird) were different to the Consultant Team who
completed the EIA (mainly WRA). These studies were completed by those consultants with no ground
truthing and very limited field data, and later incorporated into the EIA by the Consultant Team with some
subsequent analysis.

Like the Consultant Team, RVE and Baird both stated that their analyses were only at a proof-of-concept
level and will require significant development and detailed refinement by both engineering and hydrologic
and hydraulic modelling during the future detailed design stages of the project development. These studies
identified where the bridge openings should be in order to address flooding. Unfortunately, the high-level
proof-of-concept was relied on heavily to support the conclusions that there would not be any negative
impacts associated with ‘damming’ storm surges or runoff. In the case of the studies with RVE, when the
EAB questioned their observations or areas of professional judgement, they responded saying the work
they did was adequate and they did not use the EAB’s feedback as an opportunity to improve their revised
reports. At the time, the EAB took the view that instead of engaging in an exhaustive back-and-forth with
RVE, they should ensure that the Consultant team acknowledged the limitations and used them
appropriately. On the contrary Baird, who conducted the assessment for Flood Modelling and Roadway
Drainage Openings was receptive to the EAB’s feedback and revised their report by providing clarifications
and explaining the limitations of their work.

The EIA states, “Based on the storm surge model prepared by Baird and the rainfall runoff model prepared
by RVE, the openings provided by the proposed structures are anticipated to prevent the roadway from
impounding water at any significant depth or for any significant duration, thereby allowing the corridor to
function without the negative impacts associated with “damming” storm surges or runoff. The detailed
design and construction of the roadway should be developed such that storms larger than those modelled
are anticipated to overtop the roadway before complete inundation of the structure openings. The detailed
design should also address the placement of openings under the road, such as culverts and drainage pipes,
to avoid hydrologic disconnection of wetlands and other such impacts.”

In essence, these very high-level and limited studies dismissed (or at least, postponed the consideration of)
the negative effects from impoundment and flooding, while pushing the assessment of them to detailed
design stage.
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However, these initial concerns are amplified by the last-minute reconfiguration of the Proposed Project.
During the public consultation, many members of the public expressed concerns regarding the cost of the
Proposed Project and that the version that had been presented, ‘the Excellent Fit’, was too elaborate. As a
result, between the preparation of the draft ES and the final ES, other options which were fits to a lower
degree to the Critical Success Factors were brought to greater prominence (Good and Acceptable Fit).
During the assessment of the Good Fit and the Acceptable Fit, the design height was lowered to lower the
costswith little to no focus on the effects on hydrology and flooding. By lowering the design height, the costs
are reduced but resiliency is also reduced and the road will not be driveable during some weather events.
While the EIA focused on the decrease inresiliency of the road itself, there was almost no focus on the effect
of impoundment and on flooding of the surrounding area by these changes. It was simply accepted that it
was possible, albeit very heavily caveated again, pushing more studies to detailed design. The EIA stated,
“It is recommended that the roadway elevation is increased near bridges and that the underside of the
structure spanning the roadway opening be elevated to at or above the level of the road on either side of
the structure to improve drainage. During a large flood the road will act as a weir and allow large volumes of
water to pass over it, but the weir becomes much less effective as the water level recedes closer to the
elevation of the road and significantly impedes the water flow.”

The bridges and the drainage structures are one of the largest contributors to the costs of the road. But the
combination of the road elevations and the opening sizes will, in turn, have the greatest influence on the
flood conditions. If too much focus is put on reducing construction costs, a proper drainage solution may be
intentionally or unintentionally sacrificed to value-engineering.

Itis extremely important that the NRA focus on collecting the data needed to design the drainage structures
properly. Better data can reduce costs without reducing the efficiency of the drainage structures. Careful
and considerate focus needs to be put on balancing the resiliency, flooding and cost elements, to find the
most appropriate solution for Cayman. These decisions need to be supported by proper data and detailed
design. The effect of impoundment and flooding of the surrounding community and wetlands remains
one of the greatest risks of this project.

4.7 Terrestrial Ecology

Direct impacts to terrestrial ecology from the Proposed Project are severe, particularly on mangrove
wetlands. Table 3, below, summarises the habitat loss from the ES.

Table 3: Direct Habitat Loss from the Proposed Project (Derived from Table 13-10 of the ES, please
see the ES for greater detail and a finer level of assessment)

Impact (Acres) Average Functional Loss (Acres)
Man-Modified Land Uses 90.08 39.55
Dry Forest and Woodland 3.61 2.27
Palm Hammock 14 0.98
Department of Environment 580 North Sound Road
P.+1(345) 949-8469 PO Box 10202,

E:EMU.DOE@gov.ky KY1-1002 govky



mailto:EMU.DOE@gov.ky

Wetland Habitat 150.24 104.94

The ES states, “The Proposed Project is anticipated to impact a total of 245.66 ac (99.41 ha) of terrestrial
habitats and man-modified land uses including 80.7 ac (32.7 ha) of parrot habitat. Most of these estimated
impacts are to wetland habitats (150.24 ac [60.8 ha]), man-“modified land uses (90.08 ac [36.45 ha]), and
parrot nesting habitat (80.7 ac [32.7 ha]).”

Indirectimpacts are even greater and are discussed later in this review under Secondary/Induced Impacts.

4.8 Cultural Heritage

Considered one of the key successes of the EIA process, the Proposed Project is no longer planned to
dissect the Mastic Trail and sever the southern trailhead from the rest of the trail. Although there will be no
directimpact as a result of the alignment of the Proposed Project, there will still be some noise impacts to
the trail. The ES predicts a moderate beneficial effect to the Mastic Trail because it would allow greater
visitation, but the EAB does not agree because this would likely be neutralised by the louder noise
environment predicted at the southern trailhead.

Meagre Bay Pond is predicted to experience a moderate beneficial effect because of the decrease in traffic
volume and less traffic congestion along Bodden Town Road. The EAB considers this to be accurate,
especially because the thin band of trees between the existing road and the pond edge means the site is
particularly susceptible to the noise environment.

4.9 Secondary/Induced Impacts

In our view, the assessment of the secondary/induced demands was a vital component of the EIA. The
direct impact of the road corridor was the main focus on the EIA, but it only considered the exact footprint
of the road corridor and not the wider effects the Proposed Project may cause. The impact of greater road
access is also very important, albeit harder to assess.

To achieve this, the EIA included an assessment of development propensity, e.g. how likely would
undeveloped property be developed under the No-Build Scenario versus the Proposed Project. The EIA is
appropriately caveated that this is indicative only, with a high level of uncertainty.

Table 15-4, reproduced below, shows the estimated development propensity levels within the Study Area.
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Table 15-4: Estimated Development Propensity Levels

Propensity Level Area in Acres Percentage Difference
Future No-Build Proposed Project | in Acreage

Very Low 6.262.2 3.986.1 -36.3%

Low 1.015.8 2.137.3 110.4%

Medinm 807.2 1.874.4 132.2%

High 1.009.0 1.047.5 3.8%

Very High 1.331.5 1.380.4 3.7%

As per the EIA, “The study results indicate that 60 parcels, totally 2,442 ac (988 ha) adjacent to and near the
Proposed Project were estimated to have high propensity classification due to the Proposed Project.” In
other words, 2,442 acres are more likely to be developed as a result of the Proposed Project.

It isimportant to note that not all of the change in propensity is a negative effect. There are some areas of
land within the Study Area which may be suitable for development because they are already man-modified
and/or degraded and/or not over a water lens and/or not providing drainage functions. The EIA notes this
by saying, “The Proposed Project includes the capacity for 8,600 new households in parcels with High and

Very High Development, most of which are in the area south of the Proposed Project or near the Eastern or
Western project limits.”

However, areas of the Central Mangrove Wetland are ecologically valuable. A separate assessment of the
propensity comparison for the Central Mangrove Wetland was prepared in Table 15-5.

Table 15-5: Propensity Comparison for Central Mangrove Wetland

Propensity Level Area in Acres Percentage Difference
No-Build Proposed Project | in Acreage

Very Low 4.031.6 2.403.2 -40.4%

Low 3.8 1.023.8 1.288.0%

Medium 47.2 725.5 1.437.9%

High 1.3 1.4 10.0%

Very High 129.1 129.1 0.0%

As per the EIA, “It is projected that there would be an increase of 950 ac in the low propensity level and an
increase of 678.3 ac in the medium propensity level when compared to the No-Build. In total, 1,628.4 ac of
CMW may shift from very low to the next three higher development propensity levels (low, medium and
high) because of the Proposed Project.”

These are very preliminary but useful indicative results. It was beyond the limits of the EIA to conduct a
comprehensive land-use planning study. As part of the project going forward, it will be extremely important
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to coordinate the development of the road with land-use planning around the Study Area to ensure
appropriate controls and incentives are in place before the road is opened.

Overall, the Proposed Project will result in the direct loss of 150.24 acres of wetland habitat and will
increase the likelihood of development of 1,628.4 acres of the Central Mangrove Wetland. It is vital
that the Proposed Project is developed in tandem with development controls north of the Proposed
Project.

5. Project Benefits

The decision-makers approving the project will need to consider both benefits and impacts of the project.
The EIA has improved the transparency of those decisions and has highlighted both sides.

The EIA identified valid reasons for progressing the Proposed Project. There are predicted benefits
(reduced delay, improved safety, greater resilience) to relocating the main thoroughfare from the coastal
roads to anew inland corridor. There are benefits to increasing the overall east-to-west road capacity such
as accommodating more work trips from east to west in the morning and west to east in the evening and
making more jobs available to residents of North Side and East End within reasonable travel times.

But it is also clear that reducing average travel times in the short-term in not likely. It is vital that the public
are not misled around the short-term benefits of the Proposed Project. Cayman’s business-as-usual
consists of unrestricted, undirected, and unmanaged population growth and development with a very
limited public transportation system. The Proposed Project will not significantly reduce existing travel times
for people in North Side and East End, and will not be enough to accommodate the level of congestion
predictedin 2074.

6. Mitigation Measures

The ES identified a number of adverse effects and the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) has begun
to outline mitigation measures to address them. It is of absolute importance that the EMP is updated and
that the Government allocates appropriate budget for the mitigation measures. Due to the low level of
certainty with the design level at the time of the EIA, identifying fixed mitigation measures has been
challenging because it is not known how many culverts or bridges etc. are required. As such, the mitigation
proposed is high-level, and while preliminary costs have been assigned for mitigation, they are also high-
level by nature. When detailed design is progressed, the costs will be able to be refined. Therefore, the EMP
is evolving and it is important to ensure that we continue to use the work of the EIA to inform the
development of the final EMP as the project progresses.

7. Way Forward

It has not been typical practice in the past to incorporate comprehensive social and environmental
mitigation into the planning and development of roads. The Proposed Project has many social and
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environmental impacts and consequently the NRA will need to adopt an inclusive approach for this project.
It will be a major challenge to manage the road development properly without an existing and time-tested
framework for the way forward. The NRA has to have a strong commitment to include the EAB members
going forward so that the best outcomes can be achieved for the country. It is recommended that the EAB
remain empanelled and continue to work with the NRA through the detailed design phase at the relevant
stages.

The ES outlined next steps in Section 6.11.1, stating:

“As the project advances to the next phase of detailed design outside of this EIA, it is recommended that the
following elements be refined and completed:

1. Detailed Surveying and Geotechnical Investigations:

e Additional surveying data is needed, especially in areas like the Will T Connector.

e Geotechnical investigations are needed to assess the location and depth of peat deposits,
ensuring appropriate treatment for roadway stability. Geotechnical investigations are also
required for the Bridge structure foundations designs.

2. Refinement of Bridge and Intersection Designs:

e Final designs for the bridge structures are needed with potential adjustments based on
further analysis.

o Intersection designs, particularly for roundabouts, will require detailed development to allow
for functionality, including factors like truck movements, fastest path calculations, and sight
distance assessments.

3. Environmental Monitoring and Compliance:

e Environmental compliance measures, including obtaining necessary permits, are needed to
be integrated into the design.

e An environmental monitoring program is recommended to be implemented during
construction to protect wetlands, wildlife habitats, and water quality.

4. Drainage and Utility Coordination:

e Final drainage design is needed based on the final configuration of the profile and cross-
slopes, with drainage inlets and outfall locations positioned according to drainage area
analysis.

e For any drainage option that advances to detailed design (Excellent Fit, Good Fit, or
Acceptable Fit), further refinement of bridges, culvert sizing, placement, and outfall
efficiency will be required to ensure adequate stormwater conveyance and post-storm
drainage performance.

o The alignment of utility corridors will need to be further refined to allow for long-term
functionality and ease of maintenance.

5. Hydraulic and Hydrologic Modelling:

e Hydrologic and hydraulic modelling is needed to be further developed and refined for

baseline conditions during the detailed design using corrected LIDAR data and project-
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specific information including: topographical survey, geotechnical survey, and localized
drainage systems.

e Regardless of which drainage approach is ultimately selected for final design, further
validation through detailed hydrologic analysis will be necessary to confirm stormwater
capacity, drainage timeframes, and performance under varying storm conditions.

6. Risk Management and Contingency Planning:

o A detailed risk management plan is recommended to address potential risks such as
construction delays or geotechnical challenges.

o Contingency plans will need to be created to manage cost overruns and schedule
adjustments.

7. Sustainability and Future-Proofing:

e Sustainable design practices need to be explored, including options for green
infrastructure, solar-powered systems, and energy-efficient solutions.

o Future-proofing the Proposed Project for long-term adaptability to future traffic demand
and climate resiliency is recommended to be completed during detailed design.

8. Roadway Modelling and Final Design Elements:

e Detailed modelling of intersections and bridge structures is needed so that cross-slope
changes, superelevation, and lane/shoulder width tapers are properly accounted for.

o The type, size and location of design elements such as median barriers, guardrails, and
pavement markings need to be finalized.”

Lastly, during the 2025 election campaigning period, there was the occasional discussion of revising the
option of B2. Should Cabinet decide to revisit the decision to choose B3, and decide to progress B2, this
decision would need to be made soon, before any data is collected along the route of B3 and before any
detailed design work is undertaken for B3.

The majority of the route is the same for B2 and B3, and based on the information presented in the ES, the
effects of B2 are likely no worse than those for B3 and for some aspects, likely to be better. Therefore, the
EAB would recommend that the EIA is considered valid for either route, and that the focus would then
become on the detailed design and environmental mitigation measures through progressing the
development of the EMP.
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