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Table 2. A summary showing the studies proposed by VIPP required to support various chapters. Certain studies are needed to support multiple studies.  
Studies to be Undertaken  Natural 

Hazards 
Assessment 

 

Geology 
and Soils 

Coastal 
Processes – 
Waves and 
Sediment 
Transport 

Coastal 
Processes – 
Nearshore 
Hydrodyna

mics, 
Dredge 

Plumes and 
Sediment 

Re‐
suspension 

Sediment 
and Water 
Quality 

Stormwater 
Manageme

nt 

Air Quality  Noise and 
Vibration 

Terrestrial 
Ecology 

Marine 
Ecology 

Cultural 
Heritage 

Vehicular 
and 

Pedestrian 
Traffic 

Cargo and 
Cruise 

Operations 

Socio‐
economic 
Impact 

Assessment 

Landscape 
and Visual 
Impact 

Assessment 

Updated ES Chapter 
Required? 

No  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  Yes  To be 
confirmed 

No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  No 

Bathymetry and seabed 
mapping 

  X  X  X            X           

Seabed Sampling 
Program 

X  X      X          X           

Geophysical field 
investigation 

X  X      X          X           

Geotechnical field 
investigation 

X  X      X          X           

Probabilistic Seismic 
Hazard Assessment 

X                  X           

Geotechnical Engineering 
Analyses 

X  X                X           

Dive survey and coral 
mapping 

  X    X            X           

Additional baseline 
measurements of 
turbidity, waves and 
currents 

    X  X  X          X           

Additional modelling of 
sediment transport and 
sedimentation in the 
dredge area 

    X  X  X          X           

Numerical and physical 
modelling of wave 
transformations over the 
wall and wave‐structure 
interactions 

    X              X           

Navigation Simulations        X                       
Port Operations Plan                        X  X     
 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

  



 

8 October 2018 
 
 

NOTES FROM A MEETING BETWEEN MAJOR PROJECTS OFFICE, ROYAL HASKONINGDHV AND THE 
DOE ON THE PROPOSED CRUISE BERTHING FACILITY 

 
The purpose of the meeting was for the Major projects Office and Royal HaskoningDHV to update 
the DoE in respect of relevant aspects of the project that had been completed since last summer and 
to provide some insight as to the process that would be followed moving forward. This information 
was required by the DoE in order to determine their level of comfort with appearing on Cayman 
Crosstalk this coming Friday. 
 
It was agreed that there have been material changes to design of the proposed Cruise Berthing 
Facility (CBF), such that the Environmental Statement (ES) completed by Baird in 2015 may no longer 
reflect the environmental effects of the proposed CBF.  
 
As a result it was also agreed that certain aspects of the previous EIA will need to be updated and 
the results of this update would likely constitute an Addendum to the ES.  
 
During the meeting, it was revealed that Royal HaskoningDHV had been commissioned by the Major 
Projects Office/Ministry of Tourism to undertake an interim EIA update. Although the scope of this 
update was not made clear to the DoE it was agreed that in order to follow the provisions of the 
NCL, the scope of works developed by Royal HaskoningDHV should go before the EAB with a request 
for a Scoping Opinion (as per Box 3 of the flow chart in the EIA Directive).  
 
Given that there is a previous Terms of Reference (ToR) and that the scoping exercise will have a fair 
amount of detail, it was agreed by all that the ToR for the update should be straightforward. It was 
also agreed that a further round of public consultation will be undertaken on the scope of work to 
be undertaken in order to update the ES and that the EIA Directive process would then be followed 
as normal (this would include another round of public consultation on the updated EIA/ES 
Addendum). 
 
Royal HaskoningDHV informed the group that the Outline Dredge Management Plan and Draft Coral 
Relocation Plan had been updated, taking into account the proposed new layout. 
 
The DoE observed that, as written, the Outline Dredge Management Plan called for a number of 
additional studies and that it was not clear when these studies would take place relative to the 
issuing of the contract (for example, on page 9 the plan identifies the need for geotechnical 
investigations to inform the choice of dredging methodology). Royal HaskoningDHV noted that the 
geotechnical investigations would need to be done before the DMP could be finalized.  It was 
acknowledged that given the range of additional studies and updating of existing studies needed to 
finalise the DMP (and possibly other key documents such as the Contractor’s Environmental 



Management Plan) it would be worthwhile to develop a flowchart so that the relative timing of all 
required work could be more easily understood and visualised. Royal HaskoningDHV agreed to 
produce a first draft of this Flow Chart by Wednesday 10th October. 
 
The DoE also asked about the way in which the whole suite of environmental mitigation measures 
proposed in the Baird ES would be treated and costed as only some of them were encompassed by 
the DMP and the CRP. The DoE expressed the view that the government would need to decide which 
of the proposed mitigation measures it planned to utilise as they all had a cost which would need to 
be factored into the overall project cost. It was agreed that the contractor would have to cost those 
mitigation measures that were relevant to the construction of the piers but that there were other 
mitigation measures which would not be the contractor’s responsibility (eg the proposed mitigation 
measures for the predicted socio-economics effects of the project). The DoE observed that following 
completion of the ES in 2015, Baird produced a Draft Preliminary Scoping of Possible Mitigation 
Measures and that the DoE/EAB had reviewed this document and provided comments. The 
representatives from the Major Projects Office requested that the DoE email the DoE/EAB’s review. 
(N.B. In the DoE’s view the question of which mitigation measures will ultimately be carried forward 
so that the true residual impacts of the project can be identified and a total cost associated with 
mitigating project impacts can be arrived at was not satisfactorily resolved. Further discussion is 
required.) 
 
The Major projects Office noted that Royak HaskoningDHV had been retained to review the means 
and methods of delivering agreed mitigation measures proposed by the appointed contractor. The 
DoE asked whether the EAB would have a role in reviewing that information and it was agreed that 
this information would be provided to the EAB for review.  
 
Finally, the Major Projects Office informed the DoE that Royal HaskoningDHV would be retained to 
monitor adherence to agreed environmental mitigation measures and standards. 
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