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Hon Katherine Ebanks-Wilks
Minister — Health, Environment and Sustainability

BY EMAIL

8 August 2025

Dear Minister Ebanks-Wilks,
Re: Environmental Assessment Board’s Final Report on East-West Arterial EIA

Attached is a document outlining the Environmental Assessment Board’s (EAB) Final Comments
on the Environmental Impact Assessment for the East/West Arterial (EWA).This is being provided
to you for onward transmission to Cabinet in order to assist them with any future decision-
making in relation to the EWA project.

The National Conservation Council has now had the opportunity to review this report from its
sub-committee, the EAB, and wish to highlight below for your consideration a select number of
its important findings:
1. Selection of the route: B2 vs B3
In the 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 Environmental Statement (ES) during public
consultation revolved around why B3 had been chosen instead of B2.

The EIA showed that B2 will impact the environment to a lesser extent than B3 across
nearly all categories. It will impact fewer sensitive resources such as upland habitats,
wetland habitats, the Central Mangrove Wetland and brackish groundwater. It will also
require removal of fewer cubic yards of peat (i.e. carbon storage), resulting in the loss of
less sequestered carbon.

The Cost-Benefit Analysis conducted as part of the EIA predicted that B2 will have
USDS$11.472 million greater transportation benefits than B3 in terms of Transportation
Economic Efficiency benefits (including travel time for commuters, businesses and
tourists and vehicle operating costs.
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During the 2025 election campaigning period, there was the occasional discussion of
revising the selected route to 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 Environmental Management Plan.

2. Benefits of the Proposed Solar canopy
The construction of the proposed EWA is estimated to produce 203,930 metric tonnes of
Carbon dioxide equivalent due to both the removal of peat (stored CO2) and the removal
of the carbon sequestration capacity associated with the removal of wetland habitat
within the footprint of the proposed roadway.

As part of the search for measures which would be able to mitigate these adverse impacts,
the NRA and their EIA consultants explored the idea of including a solar panel canopy
along the length of the road. In the Cost-Benefit Analysis, Excellent Fit Proposed Project
Medium Growth WebTag Analysis of Discounted Monetised Costs and Benefits, 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. It should be noted that this
element is outside of the ambit of the NRA, and there is a real 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.

3. Theroad is not a panacea for the island’s traffic problems
There is a lack of an up-to-date Development Plan or agreed national target for population
growth. The lack of agreed, reliable projections for population growth has impacted the
overall EIA process as there is no clarity on what future state we are planning for. 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
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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 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).

According to the EIA, the average travel time savings will be five minutes in 2025, six
minutes in 2036, and seven minutes in 2046. The actual travel time increases in each of
these scenarios. An average travel time savings of 5 to 7 minutes between 2025 and 2046
is relatively small, and is unlikely to meet expectations that residents in the Eastern
District will be spending substantially less time in traffic in the morning and afternoon.
The data show that the EWA’s main benefit is to prevent the 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.

This underscores the urgent need for the government to develop other measures,
including a fit-for-purpose public transportation system, to address the ongoing problem
of traffic congestion on Grand Cayman’s roads.

We would welcome the opportunity to have further dialogue on this matter before you
table the report at Cabinet for their information.

. Bethue/

for: Dr lan Kirkham
Chair — National Conservation Council
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The EWA Case for B2 versus B3

B2 will impact 19 fewer acres
of the Central Mangrove
Wetland as a cultural and
natural heritage resource

« B2 will impact 0.7 fewer acres of upland habitats

P ﬁp\t“ T« B2 willimpact 22.9 fewer acres of wetland habitat

PR o, 28 - B2 willimpact 23.6 fewer acres of sensitive habitat
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| « B2 willimpact 11.3 more acres of parrot habitat

« B2 will avoid 53.9 tCOQeqlyear in loss of carbon sequestration

« B2 will avoid $800,000 in loss of amenity value from ecology

¥ « B2 will impact 3 fewer acres of brackish groundwater

- . B2 will require removal of 240,618 fewer cubic yards of peat
« B2 will impact 0.7 fewer acres of peat

« B2 will result in $4 million more GHG emissions from 2026-2074
« B2 will result in 1134 tCO2eq more annual operational traffic emissions

B2 will provide $11.5 million more of transportation
benefits (improved commuter times, reliability etc.)

« B2 will result in $1.3 million more in Net Present Value costs

« B2 will result in $8.7 million more Net Present Value benefits

« The overall Net Present Value of B2 is $7.4 million higher than B3
« B2 will result in $11 million fewer one-time GHG emissions

« B2 results in 162 additional noise receptors experiencing a
non-negligible change in noise conditions

« B2 will result in 34,446 tCO2eq fewer one-time Net Present Value emissions
« B2 will result in 31,000 tCO2eq fewer total one-time emissions

« B2 will avoid $800,000 in monetised noise disbenefits
(i.e. reduced sleep disturbance, risk of adverse health outcomes etc.)

« B2 will cost $1.3 million more in right-of-way costs
« In engineering constraints, B2 is cheaper by $2.4 million

« B2 results in 3 additional noise receptors being above the
Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level

« In construction and maintenance costs, B2 is cheaper by $3.8 million
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*all values in USD
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