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National Conservation Council
General Meeting
(Brac GAB, 4 December 2019, 11am)

DRAFT AGENDA
1. Call to Order
a. Attendees, Apologies, Quorum
b. Declaration of Interests
2. Confirmation of Minutes of WP-01 11 September 2019
3. Matters Arising From Previous Meetings
4. Reports
a.
b.
c.
d.

WP-02 DoE Consultations & Licencing Report
DoE Public Education & Outreach
Climate Change Committee
WP-03 EABs Reports

5. New Matters
i. Referral of draft
b. Sea Turtle Conservation Plan
i. WP-04 (draft) Sea Turtle Conservation Plan
ii. WP-05 Public Consultation Report
A. WP-05A Appendix A, Public Consultation Report
B. WP-05B Appendix B, Public Consultation Report
C. WP-05C Appendix C, Public Consultation Report
D. WP-05D Appendix D, Public Consultation Report
E. WP-05E Appendix E, Public Consultation Report
c. Lacovia EIA Screening Opinion
i. WP-06 Lacovia Screening Opinion
ii. WP-06b Ratification of Decision by Correspondence
d. WP-07 Meagre Bay Pond Management Plan
6. Next Meetings, 2020
a. March 25, 2pm, GAB 2024
b. June 17, 2pm, GAB 2024
c. September 9, 2pm, GAB 2024
d. December 2, 2pm, GAB 1038
7. Any Other Business
8. Adjournment
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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
Haroon Pandohie
Colleen Stoetzel
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin
John Bothwell

4 Dec. 2019

Representation

Chairperson;
East End and Sustainable Development
West Bay and Marine Conservation
George Town and Sustainable Development & Climate Change
Bodden Town
North Side
Sister Islands
National Trust for the Cayman Islands
Avifauna & Biodiversity
Terrestrial Biodiversity
Director of Agriculture
Director of Planning
Planning Officer, representing the Director of Planning
Apologies Director of Environment
DoE Deputy, Research
Secretary
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National Conservation Council
General Meeting
11 September 2019, Government Administration Building 2112, 2pm

DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order
a. A quorum being present (see appendix) the meeting came to order at 2:15pm
b. No interests were declared.
2. Minutes of 19 June 2019
a. It was noted that at point 5.3.viii. Patricia Bradley was the unrecorded seconder.
b. With the above correction Nadia Hardie moved and Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie seconded
the minutes, which were approved unanimously.
3. Matters Arising From Previous Meetings
a. DoE presented to Caucus on the Council-recommended Protected Areas nominations.
The Ministry is following up with Cabinet if there are any further questions.
b. DoE is reviewing the first legal draft of the enhanced Marine Parks regulations and
Spear Guns directives.
c. The stingray & starfish handling directives remain with legal drafting.
d. DoE is awaiting a meeting with the honourable minister to discuss the land crab listing
recommendation and mangrove conservation plan passed by Council 27 Feb. 2019.
e. The public consultation on the draft turtle conservation plan ended on Monday. DoE is
collating the responses and will report to Council shorty.
f. The Parrot Amnesty programme has begun its initial announcement phase. So far
response has been positive.
i. DoE expects to begin PIT tagging birds and conducting health screenings with
expert veterinary assistance in October.
ii. There has been a lot of public interest, and so far the public has been open to
this first step of registering parrots. However the public is aware of the
parrot/farmer conflict and interested in knowing what the next steps of parrot
management will be?
iii. DoE will be doing pet parrot registration outreach directly to possible or
reported parrot owners as the project continues.
iv. So far only one pet owner from the Brac has contacted DoE about registration.
So there will need to be more outreach on Cayman Brac.
4. DoE presented the Licencing, S41 Consultations, & Seizures Reports.
a. Lionfish capture numbers are not received from individual spearers. Based on the
results of the CULL tournaments, and DOE’s surveys, the number of lionfish appears to
be holding steady at a reasonably low level (given that eradication is not possible). But
continued regular culling by the public will always be required.
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b. DoE has received no feedback regarding the advice to not sell old-growth Crown land
with conservation value to private interests. DoE has to check the CPA and DCB minutes
to see which conservation advice to those entities are taken up or not.
5. Items/Agenda for 11 Sept. GM
a. DoE presented the Sybil’s Crownbeard Conservation Plan
i. MCfarlane Conolly moved the motion, Pedro Lazzari seconded.
ii. Having considered the draft Conservation Plan Council moves to circulate it for
public consultation.
iii. The motion passed unanimously. (Fred Burton & Gina Ebanks-Petrie abstained.)
b. DoE presented the Gamebirds Public Consultation Report
i. Council noted they were impressed with the hunters’ proposal as a win-win for
hunters and birds.
ii. McFarlane Conolly moved, and Franklin Thompson seconded the motion.
iii. Having reviewed the consultation report Council moves to recommend to
cabinet the proposed change to the seasons for game birds, with the report to
accompany the recommendation for Cabinet’s reference.
iv. The motion passed unanimously.
c. DoE presented the Ratification of Spear Gun Renewal With Old Conviction
i. Council noted the police report, particularly the nature of the charge and the
time since the charge without reoffending.
ii. Gina Ebanks-Petrie moved the ratification and Pedro Lazzari seconded it. The
ratification passed unanimously.
d. DoE presented the Beach Bay Development Advice.
i. Council noted that no EIA does not mean no issues, merely that DoE can identify
and explain the issues, as well as mitigation actions, without the aid of an EIA.
DoE did this in its advice to the CPA.
ii. Council noted the particular recommendations
1. Relocating the proposed villas and pathways off the beach;
2. Turtle friendly lighting and construction accommodations for nesting
turtles.
iii. Having reviewed the DoE Screening Opinion, and provided comments
particularly on the climate change aspects of this project and developments in
general, the Council confirms that an EIA is unnecessary for this project.
iv. The motion was passed unanimously, with Gina Ebanks-Petrie and Colleen
Stoetzel abstaining.
e. DoE presented the motion to remove the annual timing of protected area nominations.
i. Fred Burton proposed the motion, seconded by Nadia Hardie and Lisa HurlstonMcKenzie. The motion passed unanimously.
6. Next Meeting
a. Wednesday December 4th, Cayman Brac (location & time TBA)
7. Any Other Business
a. Council requested an update on the recent bat die-off.
i. DoE recapped the bat die-off earlier in 2019, noting this was not the first such
transitory die-off noted locally without a known cause.
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ii. The die-off does not appear to be continuing so surveys have been curtailed but
citizen volunteers continue to observe the roosts and will report any new
incidences observed.
iii. Tissue samples have been collected from necropsies performed by St.
Matthew’s veterinary school. First samples will be sent to the US CDC to confirm
rabies is not present in the tissue. Then further samples can be sent to other
laboratories for toxicology and histology assessments.
b. Little Cayman Feral Cat Eradication Programme Update
i. The Department of Agriculture reported that the Animal Welfare Advisory
Committee has been appointed. The Committee members were gazetted on
Monday (9 Sept. 2019). They will be meeting on the 18 or 25th of September.
The Little Cayman Feral Cat Eradication Programme will be an agenda item.
ii. The Departments of Environment and Agriculture will present the programme –
its rationale, particulars, and current status including Judicial Review - to the
Committee. Feline Friends and the Humane Society will also be invited to
present. The Committee will then advise the Minister of their opinion on the
project, which should then (with the recent passage of the certain Regulations
to the Animals Law) allow the Judicial Review to be concluded and the status of
the programme resolved one way or the other.
iii. Council noted it was looking forwards to the resolution of this long-pending
issue.
c. Council requested the Department of Environment, with Planning assistance where
appropriate, to report on the uptake of Council advice for section 41 consultations.
d. The National Trust AGM is on Wednesday Sept. 18th at the GT Yacht Cub and all are invited.
8. Adjournment
a. There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 3:03pm
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9. Attendance Appendix

Council Member

11 Sept.
2019

McFarlane Conolly

Present

Representation

Franklin Thompson
Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie
Dominic Williams
Edward Chisholm
Pedro Lazzari
Nadia Hardie
Patricia Bradley
Fred Burton
Adrian Estwick
Haroon Pandohie
Colleen Stoetzel
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin

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

John Bothwell

Present

Secretary
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WP-02 - DoE Reports
Delegated Licencing and Permitting, August – October 2019









Aquatic & Marine Species Imports: 3 (181 species approved, 1 disapproved)
Terrestrial Species Imports: 2 disapprovals (Axolotl and convergent lady bug)
Wildlife Interaction Zone: 18 New (including 8 jet skis with one company), 22
Renewals
Protected Species: 2 denials (research involving coral cores)
Spear Gun Renewals: 10 (3 denied)
Seine Nets: 1
Fish Pots: 3
Lionfish Licences: 13 general, 6 spear renewals, 5 dive company spearing programme

Seizure Report, 3rd Quarter, 2019
Officer
Bush / Keller
Bush

Date
Specimen
03 August
2019 Turtle Shell
Lobster
03 August
2019
Spear Gun

Orr /
Martinson

11 August
2019 Whelk
Spear Gun
25 August
2019
Fish

Orr /
Martinson

25 August
2019

Keller / Bush

12 Sept. 2019

Martinson

Martinson

15 Sept. 2019

Martinson /
McKay

23 Sept. 2019

Martinson /
McKay

29 Sept. 2019

Spear Gun
Fish
Spear Gun
Fish
Fish
(undersized)
Conch
(Replenishment
Zone)
Spear Gun
Fish

Amount

Action
1 Seized
Warned for
2
intended
1
prosecution
Warned &
50 Educated
Warned for
2
intended
11
prosecution
3
Charged
(court date set)
23
Warned for
2
intended
30
prosecution
Warned &
4 Educated
Warned for
40
Intended
Prosecution
Warned for
2
intended
20
prosecution

Incidences (not for GM)
Month
Coastal Animal
Search &
2019
Criminal Works
Rescue Oil Spill Rescue
July
7
1
1
1
1
August
10
2
1
1
0
September
10
0
0
1
1

Disposal
Pending
Investigation
Released
Seized
Released
Seized
Pines
Seized
Pines
Seized
Pines
Released
Pines
Seized
Pines

2019-12-04 NCC GM
DoE Reports 3Q2019 v2

Section 41 Consultations
Coastal Works
Application Review

Comments to Min.
Env. Or Other Agency

Planning Application
Review

Total

August

3

2

57

63*

September

1

1

46

48

October

1

6

49

56




None were recommended for EIA.
Two Planning applications were recommended against.
o Pool with a 40 ft beach setback; A 40ft setback is too small given climate
change predictions and we would not support any seawalls or retaining
structures if the pool becomes undermined. DoE recommend a condition that
sand stay on the beach in the system.
o Full clearance of 7.5 acre property (2 weeks of work); Planning permission for
clearing should be considered only in conjunction with an application to develop the
site. This will reduce unnecessary loss and habitat fragmentation if future
development does not occur. DoE does not support the wholescale clearing of this
parcel. However, if the applicant requires some form of clearing for the purpose of
surveying, it should be carried out by hand with the minimal clearing footprint as
possible and should be the subject of a separate consultation with the Council.



* One Turtle Friendly Lighting plan was also reviewed and approved.

2019-12-04 WP-03
EAB Report
WP-03: Report of the Various EABs

1. The National Conservation Council has been requested to empanel Environmental Assessment
Boards (EABs) for the advancement of pending Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs). The
EABs are a statutory continuation of the decision to require EIAs for the relevant projects.
2. The Council has agreed to the empanelment of the following EABs to advance the relevant EIAs:
a. East-West Arterial Road
i. Now intended to be constructed in phases.
ii. An EAB should be empanelled of the DoE & Planning (standing members),
National Roads Authority and the Water Authority.
b. GT Port Redevelopment
i. The previous Port EIA was conducted before the Law was in place so although
the general EIA process was followed there was no Council appointed EAB.
ii. Noting the need to be ready to act on the need to update the Port EIA, and the
Law now being in place, Council decided that an EAB be (re)convened made up
of DoE & Planning (permanent members), DoT, DEH, NRA, and the National
Museum. As the Port Authority is now an active part of the project proponent
consortium they can no longer be on the EAB. However the Port Authority,
Water Authority and OffReg could serve as expert consultants to the EAB.
c. Integrated Solid Waste Management System & Remediation Options
i. Ongoing
d. North Side Farm Roads
i. EAB Members: DoE and Planning (Standing Members), along with the NRA and
DoA.
ii. The EAB would first consider how the roads, and EIA, would work.
iii. The goal is a single EIA with aspects of a practical and a Strategic EIA, assessing
the need for the roads, the cost implications of their construction and
maintenance, the most appropriate type(s) of road to be gazetted and
constructed given private proponent and national goals, as well as the
agricultural, social, economic and environmental aspects the proposals.
3. The EABs are at various stages of activity:
a. East-West Arterial Road
i. EAB has rendered the Scoping Opinion for proponent review.
b. GT Port Redevelopment
i. EAB Empanelled and awaiting request for Scoping Opinion from proponents.
c. Integrated Solid Waste Management System & Remediation Options
i. EAB Empanelled and EAB’s review of draft Terms of Reference completed and
submitted. Awaiting proponent to commence public consultation on draft ToR.
ii. EAB review of draft Remediation Options Report completed and submitted.
Awaiting proponent’s completion of Remediation Options Report
d. North Side Farm Roads
i. Not yet active. DoE has received expert advice which highlighted the difficulties
with the proposed blended approach. The DoE must now reconcile this with the
goals of the EAB so that when empanelled the EAB will be able to effectively
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advance the goals of the proponents to assessment by the relevant decisionmaking entities.

15 Nov 2019

National Conservation Council
Conservation Plan for Sea Turtles
National Conservation Law, section 17

This Conservation Plan applies to the following sea turtle species:

Green turtles (Chelonia mydas)
Loggerhead turtles (Caretta caretta)
Hawksbill turtles (Eretmochelys imbricata)
Leatherback turtles (Demochelys coriacea)

and all other species that may occur in Cayman waters including

Kemp’s Ridley turtles (Lepidochelys kempii)
and hybrids

1. Conservation Status
All sea turtles covered by this Conservation Plan are listed on Part 1:
Schedule 1 of the National Conservation Law (2013). Internationally, they
are classified for risk of extinction (IUCN Red List of Threatened Species
2018). The species are also protected under the following International
Conventions to which the Cayman Islands are party: the Convention on
the International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES) Appendix 1, the Protocol to the Cartagena Convention
Conserving Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife (SPAW) Annex II (party
to the Convention but not yet the protocol), and the Convention on the
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS) Appendix 1.
Page 1 of 16
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Historically, the Cayman Islands supported one of the world’s largest
green turtle nesting populations, as well as abundant nesting by
loggerhead, hawksbill, and leatherback turtles (Lewis 1940). However, by
the early 1800s, massive commercial harvesting had caused these
populations to crash. By the early 20th century, Cayman Islands sea
turtle nesting populations were considered extinct.
Beginning in 1998, nesting beach monitoring surveys by the Department
of Environment (DoE) revealed that nesting by green, loggerhead, and
hawksbill turtles did indeed still exist but at critically low levels (Aiken et
al. 2001, Bell et al. 2007). In recent years, numbers have increased with
an annual average of 217 green nests, 237 loggerhead nests, and 8
hawksbill nests documented for the three islands between 2014 and
2018. Fertilisation success averaged 78% for loggerhead nests and 81%
for green turtle nests, showing no reduction in fertility relative to larger
populations (Bell et al. 2009).
Turtles nest repeatedly during a breeding season but do not nest every
year, and their clutch frequency and remigration intervals can vary; this
makes it difficult to precisely estimate population size from nest counts.
However, since 2013, the DoE has operated a tagging and genetic
analysis project for green turtles which indicates that the number of
nesting female green turtles in Grand Cayman is critically small (114
individual green turtles tagged from 2013 to 2019, comprising the
majority of the turtles nesting during that period). Based on
corresponding nest count data, number of nesting females is expected to
be lower for other islands and species.
Also through tagging and genetic analysis, the DoE has established that
green turtles released by the Cayman Turtle Conservation and Education
Center (CTCEC, formerly Cayman Turtle Farm) in the 1980s are now
contributing to the increased number of green turtles nesting on
Cayman’s beaches (Bell et al. 2005, Barbanti et al. 2019). As loggerhead
nesting numbers have also increased, and this species has never been
released by CTCEC, this indicates the critical importance of conservation
measures in the wild to protect and further increase nesting populations.
In addition to supporting green and loggerhead nesting populations,
aggregations of juvenile hawksbill and green turtles have been
documented and studied in the long term within the waters surrounding
the Cayman Islands (e.g. Bell et al. 2008, Blumenthal et al. 2009a,
Blumenthal et al 2009b, Blumenthal 2009c, Blumenthal et al. 2010) but
absolute abundance of juvenile turtles at sea is difficult to establish and
has not been quantified.
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2. Ecology and Threats
Sea turtles are long-lived species which nest on tropical and temperate
beaches and migrate thousands of kilometres across national boundaries
and through international waters during their development and to
reproduce.
Globally, major threats to sea turtles include habitat loss and
degradation, artificial lighting on nesting beaches, legal and illegal
overfishing, bycatch, pollution, increased human presence in their
nesting habitats, and climate change.
In the Cayman Islands, turtles nest on sandy and rocky beaches around
all three islands (Aiken et al. 2001, Bell et al. 2007) and forage on coral
reefs, reef walls, hardbottom habitats, and seagrass beds (Bell et al.
2008; Blumenthal et al 2009b, Blumenthal et al. 2009c, Blumenthal et al
2010).
Satellite tracking has documented long-distance reproductive migrations
in adult turtles nesting in the Cayman Islands (Blumenthal et al. 2006)
and genetic research has demonstrated that local juvenile hawksbill
turtles originate from jurisdictions spanning the Caribbean basin
(Blumenthal et al 2009a).
Through 20 years of monitoring, the DoE has documented severe threats
to the survival and potential recovery of nesting populations.
Legal turtle fishing was once a major threat to Cayman Islands sea turtle
nesting populations and a major factor limiting their recovery, as the
fishery focused on adult turtles (Bell et al. 2006). In 2008, a maximum
size limit and extended closed season were introduced to focus legal take
on smaller, less reproductively valuable size classes (Blumenthal et al.
2010). Since 2008, there has been no legal take of turtles. Re-targeting
the fishery on larger turtles (or enlarging the pool of eligible turtle fishers
to younger persons without a direct experience of and link to the historic
turtle fishery of the Cayman Islands) would be likely to have a
detrimental effect on turtle populations both locally and internationally.
Currently, illegal hunting has been identified as the most significant
threat to adult turtles. Hardshell sea turtle species reach maturity at an
average age in excess of 25 years and only a small proportion of
hatchlings survive to adulthood. Mortality of large juvenile, subadult,
and adult turtles is naturally very low. Therefore, subadult and adult
turtles have a high reproductive value as, having survived the highpredation hatchling and small juvenile stage, they are likely to survive
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further to reproduce. Illegal harvesting of these life stages may prevent
the species from recovering. In a recent study, consumption of illegal wild
turtle meat was relatively rare (0.3-3.5% of resident households
consumed illegal wild turtle meat within the year prior to the study,
representing 64-742 households) but due to the small size of turtle
nesting populations, even low levels of illegal harvesting represent a
significant threat (Nuno et al. 2018).
Upward nesting trends for both green and loggerhead turtles reflect the
survival of the previous generation of sea turtles (those born more than
20 years ago). Future population trends will be determined by the
current survival of their offspring, for which there are increased threats.
Artificial lighting on nesting beaches is the other primary threat to sea
turtle nesting populations in the Cayman Islands. On an undeveloped
beach, hatchling turtles emerge from their nests at night and orient
toward the moon and stars reflecting off the ocean’s surface. Artificial
lights that illuminate the beach discourage female turtles from nesting
and cause the misorientation of hatchling turtles (Bell et al. 2007),
leading them toward land where they often die from exhaustion,
dehydration, vehicles, or predators. A single light illuminating the beach
can kill thousands of hatchlings and illuminated beaches represent a
critical threat to the survival of nesting populations.
These threats, as well as others which endanger Cayman Islands sea
turtles, are the subject of this Plan.

3. Conservation objectives
The immediate goal of the species Conservation Plan for sea turtles is to
prevent the local extinction of Cayman Islands green, loggerhead, and
hawksbill nesting populations and to maintain or increase foraging
populations for green and hawksbill turtles.
Long term goals of the Plan include continued recovery to allow sea
turtles to fulfil ecological roles and to buffer against the risk of extinction
in the face of global threats such as climate change.
Species success criteria:
In the case of species listed in Part 1 of Schedule 1, section 17(3) of the
law requires that the Conservation Plan specify objective, measureable
criteria which, when met, would result in a determination that the
species be removed from Part 1 of the schedule.
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There are no historical records of Kemp’s ridley turtle nesting and, while
historically present, leatherback turtle nesting has not been documented
in the last 40 years. However, as migratory species with a range
including the Caribbean sea, ridley and leatherback turtles may transit
Caymanian territorial waters and hybrids between sea turtle species are
rare but naturally occurring. For these species, downlisting criteria
depend upon international status: international extinction risk
downlisted to IUCN Red List status of Least Concern and delisting from
SPAW and CMS.
Little basis is available to set quantitative estimates for optimal sea turtle
population size for green, loggerhead, and hawksbill turtles.
Given the critically reduced numbers for all three species and their
status as internationally vulnerable, endangered or critically endangered,
the Conservation Council determines that the populations of sea turtles
are currently, and are likely to remain for the foreseeable future,
significantly and substantially below any optimal level.
Given inherent life history characteristics of turtles, especially long
generation time and international migrations, it is anticipated that downlisting the species is likely to be a multi-decadal project. On the other
hand, the Plan envisages that several of the conservation measures to
mitigate immediate, critical threats to the survival of the species, will be
complete within 3 years.
Assessment will be against the backdrop of international recovery of the
species and by particular reference to the protection or other
conservation measures of competent intergovernmental or international
agencies or organisations.
For green, loggerhead, and hawksbill turtles, criteria for downlisting from
Part 1 Schedule 1 to Part 1 Schedule 2 should be separately applied to
each species and are as follows – all of the following must apply:
-

International risk of extinction has been downlisted to IUCN Red List
status of Least Concern.
Species has been de-listed from SPAW and CMS.
Nesting population abundance for the species has increased over 3
generations of monitoring.
Cayman Islands breeding population size for the species is estimated
to number at least 1,000 mature adults which are capable of
reproduction, taking biased adult or breeding ratios into account.
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-

-

-

-

-

Published, peer-reviewed quantitative analysis shows the probability
of extinction of the species in the wild is less than 10% within 100
years.
Less than 10% of sea turtle nesting habitat is impacted by artificial
lighting.
Area, extent, and quality of nesting habitat is otherwise maintained or
improved.
Turtle friendly lighting in sea turtle nesting habitat is required by a
legal mechanism which does not depend on the species Part 1
Schedule 1 listing under the National Conservation Law.
Illegal harvesting does not pose a significant threat to survival of the
nesting population or juvenile foraging aggregation of the species.
An index of abundance for foraging aggregations of the species has
been established.
Source populations have been identified for foraging aggregations of
juvenile turtles of the species.
Published, peer-reviewed quantitative modelling indicates that legal
harvesting of juvenile turtles of the species would be sustainable and
would not jeopardise or put at risk any population of the species.
A management plan has been developed fully setting out the actions
and protections which would be necessary to prevent further decline
should the species be removed from Part 1 of Schedule 1.
The Council can certify, in terms section 16(8) of the Law, that
sufficient and significant reasons exist, based on generally accepted
scientific procedures and clear and reasonable evidence, that the
population levels and conservation status of the species is such that
protection under Part 1 Schedule 1 is no longer necessary.
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4. Conservation Strategies
The major objective of this species Conservation Plan is to adopt the
following measures for the protection of sea turtles:
-

-

Designate critical habitat (Section 5).
Continue to regulate domestic legal turtle fishing (Section 6a)
Continue to regulate international trade (Section 6b)
Regulate domestic trade in turtle products to reduce illegal hunting
(Section 6c)
Regulate introduction or re-introduction of turtles into the wild (6c).
Regulate take of turtles caused by artificial lighting (6d), operation of
vehicles on nesting beaches during the nesting season (6e), bonfires
(6f), and disturbance (6g).
Ensure consultation on development proposals impacting sea turtle
critical habitat (Section 6h)
Support research, monitoring, and public education efforts (Sections
6i-6k).

5. Habitat protection
Sea turtle critical habitat is defined as beaches which have had the
highest density of turtle nesting over the monitoring period (1998-2018).
The width of critical habitat is the sea turtle nesting habitat from the low
water mark to the vegetation line (defined as the line of
woody/permanent vegetation or the closest impermeable structure).
The purpose of designating sea turtle critical habitat is to create zones
for special protection of nesting turtles.
Sea turtle nesting habitat is defined as beaches where sea turtle nesting
has occurred or is likely to occur. The width of sea turtle nesting habitat
is from the low water mark to the vegetation line (defined as the line of
woody/permanent vegetation or the closest impermeable structure). For
location and extent of nesting and critical habitat, see the Grand
Cayman, Little Cayman, and Cayman Brac nesting and critical habitat
maps.
Maps designating sea turtle nesting and critical habitat may be updated
every 5 years to designate or remove areas as appropriate.
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6. Additional conservation measures
a. Fishery Licenses
No take of sea turtles is permitted at any time except in accordance with
a license issued under section 22 of the Law, the National Conservation
Council (License and Permit) Directives, 2016, and this species
Conservation Plan.
Council may grant licenses for traditional, legal fishing of sea turtles for
consumption within the islands, provided it is satisfied that:
1) Licenses are limited to those persons who have traditionally taken
turtles by traditional methods in the Cayman Islands and who
were in possession of a turtle license granted under the Marine
Conservation Law (2013 Revision).
2) The activity will not significantly reduce or be detrimental to the
survival of any locally, regionally, geographically, or otherwise
identifiable population of the species.
3) Take is justified as sustainable and compatible with this
Conservation Plan. Adult and sub-adult turtles are particularly
vulnerable to overfishing and take of turtles within these size
classes is not compatible with this Conservation Plan.
4) License conditions are in accordance with all conditions outlined in
the National Conservation Council (License and Permit) Directives,
2016. These conditions shall include but not be limited to: a
prohibition of take of hawksbill turtles, a closed season
encompassing April to November (inclusive), and a maximum size
limit of twenty-four inches curved shell length. Use of spear guns
and anchored nets and take of turtles from the waters of West Bay
Beach, George Town Harbor and any bay or sound inside the reef
crest is also prohibited.
b. International trade
No import or export of turtles or turtle products will be permitted without
permission under the Endangered Species Trade and Transport Law (as
currently in force at the time).
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c. Domestic sale of turtle products and introduction or
reintroduction of turtles into the wild.
1a) Any entity wishing to engage in the sale of turtle products shall
ensure that:







All turtle products must have an associated permanent unique
non-reproducible marking system (e.g. barcode). Products for
consumption must be sold in sealed containers with unique
marks, e.g., barcode, and with tamper-evident seals. Other
products must be sold with unique marks permanently attached to
the product, e.g., etched barcode.
Purchasers are provided with a complete receipt with every
transaction. These receipts shall include the type and amount of
turtle product sold, the price, and the name of the individual,
restaurant, retailer or group that purchased the product, and
record the related unique mark attached to the product. All sales
receipts shall be recorded in an electronic point-of-sale software
system.
The selling of turtle eggs is not allowed, in order to avoid creating a
market for this product.
Marking systems and tamper-evident seals are in a form approved
by the DoE.

1b) Any member of the public purchasing or receiving turtle products
shall:





Retain products for consumption in the unopened sealed
containers with a tamper-evident seal in which they were
purchased, until they are opened to be cooked. All refrigerated,
frozen, or stored raw turtle products must remain in their original,
sealed containers.
Not retain unused raw turtle products. Products must be cooked in
their entirety.
Not disturb, erase, alter or tamper with the unique mark on any
turtle product.

2) All eggs, or hatchlings, or turtles introduced on Cayman’s beaches or
released into Cayman waters, regardless of source, must comply with
terms and conditions set out in a permit issued by the Council and upon
release become ‘wildlife’ under the definition and regulation of the
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National Conservation Law. Species or animal protection provisions
within other laws and regulations may apply.
d. Turtle Friendly Lighting.
Under the National Conservation Law, “take” means to “collect, hunt,
kill, destroy, damage, injure, disturb, harass, harm, wound, capture,
molest or impede a live specimen in any way or to attempt to do so, and
includes incidental take”. Specimens include eggs.
Recognising the definition of “take” under the National Conservation Law,
which prevents incidental taking, such as the death, etc., of hatchling
turtles or the disruption of adult turtle nesting activity by artificial lights
which shine into nesting habitat, “turtle friendly lighting” shall be
implemented in sea turtle critical habitat through a phased approach.
It is the policy of the Cayman Islands that turtle friendly lighting is
lighting designed in such a way so as to ensure that the point source of
light or any reflective surface of the light fixture shall not directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively illuminate the beach, nor shall it be directly or
indirectly visible to an observer standing on the beach, so as not to
“take” turtles. Turtle friendly lighting minimises the impacts of artificial
lighting as outlined in the DoE’s Technical Advice Note.
Turtle friendly lighting will be implemented in two phases:
New development or temporary development (as defined in the
Development and Planning Law (2017 Revision): from the date on which
this species Conservation Plan comes into force every government entity
(including but not limited to, the Central Planning Authority and the
Sister Islands Development Control Board) shall require the use of turtle
friendly lighting (as defined in this Plan and in accordance with a Turtle
Friendly Lighting Plan to be approved by the DoE) in any application
coming before them for planning permission where the development or
activity would be adjacent to or impacting sea turtle critical habitat.
In the case of its powers in relation to coastal works in Cayman waters,
Cabinet is requested to require the use of turtle friendly lighting (as
defined in this Plan and in accordance with a Turtle Friendly Lighting
Plan to be approved by the DoE) in any application coming before them
for permits where lighting required would be adjacent to or impacting sea
turtle critical habitat.
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Existing Development: Proprietors of existing properties along sea turtle
critical habitat shall replace all lighting that directly, indirectly, or
cumulatively illuminates the beach with turtle friendly lighting (as
defined in this Plan and in accordance with a Turtle Friendly Lighting
Plan to be approved by the DoE) within three years of this Plan coming
into force. This shall include roadway lights which directly, indirectly, or
cumulatively illuminate the beach.
Following the expiration of this grace period, any person responsible for a
light which takes a turtle in critical habitat (being to kill, injure, disturb,
or impede it, including diverting it from its path to the sea) is liable for
prosecution under the National Conservation Law for take of a turtle.

e. Operation of vehicles and equipment on turtle nesting beaches
during the nesting season.
Driving or operation of vehicles, heavy equipment or construction
equipment in sea turtle nesting habitat between May to November
inclusive is likely to have a negative impact on the protected species,
particularly through compaction of sand which can crush turtle nests or
accidental excavation of turtle nests with heavy equipment. Therefore, to
prevent inadvertent take of the protected species, it shall be unlawful for
any person to operate a motor vehicle, except as detailed below, in or
upon turtle nesting beaches from 1 May to 30 November. Exceptions to
this prohibition are:
a) Permitted beach cleaning vehicles and equipment (permits to be issued

under section 20 of the National Conservation Law);
b) Ambulances or other life rescue and law enforcement vehicles engaged in

emergency response;
c) Construction vehicles or heavy equipment which are authorised through

planning permission, subject to the express consent of the National
Conservation Council that no turtle nests are present prior to vehicles
accessing a turtle nesting beach;
d) A work vehicle consisting of a single passenger, all-terrain vehicle used to

move water sports vehicles to and from storage and maintenance areas,
or
e) Any other such vehicle that is permitted under section 20 of the National

Conservation Law.
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f. Avoidance of impacts from beach bonfires.
Bonfires on the beach can elevate the temperature of turtle nests,
preventing them from hatching, and hatchling turtles can be attracted by
the light of the fires and drawn into the flames. In keeping with current
Environmental Health regulations, no bonfires shall be held on the beach
unless a permit is issued by Department of Environmental Health (DEH).
In issuing permits for Beach Bonfires, DEH shall consult with the DoE
regarding impacts on turtle nesting.

g. Guidelines for turtle interactions
The following guidelines shall apply to avoid contravention of the law
relating to disturbance (take).
-

A distance of at least 30ft (10m) shall be maintained from any nesting
turtle on the beach in the wild.
No unauthorised personnel shall dig in or around a turtle nest or
handle turtle eggs or hatchlings.
A distance of at least 50ft (15m) shall be maintained from mating
turtles at sea.
Sign-posted high density turtle breeding areas should be avoided.
Turtles of any size encountered at sea shall not be disturbed,
harassed, chased, touched, caught, ridden, or fed.

Taking of turtles in circumstances other than as permitted in this Plan
constitutes an offence under s.33 of the National Conservation Law.
For the avoidance of doubt, these provisions will not apply to:
interactions within Cayman Turtle Centre, Cayman Turtle Centre staff
working outside the Cayman Turtle Centre under an appropriate permit
from the National Conservation Council, or persons authorised to
conduct research as specified in section (i).

h. Consultation on development proposals
Guidance Notes to Government Agencies issued under the NCL (Gazette
Issue 05/2015, 2 March 2015) set out criteria to determine which
government agency actions require consultation with the National
Conservation Council under s.41 of the National Conservation Law.
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In making recommendations to government agencies on decisions that
may affect sea turtles, the National Conservation Council will seek to
advance the objectives of this Conservation Plan.

i. Exceptions for research
The DoE is authorised to carry out research on wild sea turtles,
including capturing, handling, and collecting non-lethal scientific
samples. The DoE may authorise additional researchers and persons
volunteering for or otherwise acting under the auspices of the DoE to
perform research on wild sea turtles with a letter of appointment from
the Director. In authorising research and monitoring projects and
protocols, the Director may apply conditions under which researchers
and volunteers shall operate, aimed at minimising any potential impacts
on sea turtle species.

j. Monitoring and research
The Department of Environment will conduct monitoring and research on
wild sea turtles which may include but is not restricted to:
-

-

-

-

Continuing the Marine Turtle Nesting Beach Monitoring
Programme: Since 1998, DoE has conducted a daytime systematic
survey along the beaches of the Cayman Islands to assess annual
abundance and distribution of nesting and to aid in conservation
efforts. This may include periodic night time surveys, tagging,
assessing and sampling of turtles.
Continuing in-water research programme: DoE has carried out inwater monitoring of sea turtles since 2000, wherein turtles are
captured, assessed and sampled, tagged, and released to assess
habitat utilisation, movement patterns, growth rates, demographics,
management needs, and trends in abundance.
Continuing mortality and incident tracking: DoE documents and
spatially references mortalities, injuries, and incidents of illegal
hunting for turtles of all life stages, including impacts of plastics.
Continuing research to provide answers to specific management
questions: DoE should continue to seek funding, where needed, to
carry out additional management-relevant research, including
investigation of climate change impacts.
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-

Continue Socioeconomic research to refine estimates of threats and
monitor effectiveness of interventions.

k. Public outreach, education and awareness
Education efforts include involvement of volunteers, public events, media
releases, and production of educational materials. Wherever possible,
education materials should be linked with the Cayman Islands National
Curriculum and subject to evaluation of effectiveness.

7. Implementation, Evaluation and Review
Responsibility for implementing this Plan lies primarily with the National
Conservation Council and the Department of Environment.
Maps designating sea turtle critical habitat and nesting habitat may be
updated every 5 years.
This Conservation Plan will be evaluated from time to time by the
Department of Environment and at such time that any revision appears
to be necessary, the Department will bring proposed revisions to the
National Conservation Council.
Costs of Implementing this Plan:
The cost of these conservation measures will be borne under the DoE’s
annual budget for species conservation and management, and additional
grant funding as required and available. Funding from the
Environmental Protection Fund will be sought to support Turtle Friendly
Lighting and reduction of illegal take. The exceptions to this will include
costs to be borne by private entities, e.g., Cayman Turtle Conservation
and Education Centre Ltd., in the marking, packaging and receipting of
turtle specimens for sale, and owners of beachfront properties where
critical habitat has been designated, for the installation of turtle friendly
lighting prior to the expiration of the grace period.
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Legal Basis
Section 17 of the National Conservation Law, 2013 requires the National Conservation Council to f ormulate and

adopt a conservation plan for each protected species whose range includes the Islands.
Schedule 1, Part 2 of the Law designates protected species which require protection under this Law other than for such
limited hunting or collecting of specimens as may be permitted by regulations or a Conservation Plan [section 16(1)(b)].
Species Conservation Plans must set out the steps which the Council considers to be necessary to achieve the
conservation and survival of the species and their critical habitat.
Priority is accorded to the development of Plans for threatened or endangered species that are at risk from development
projects or other forms of economic activity, or that would otherwise be most likely to benefit from such plans.
Species Conservation Plans may take into account traditional cultural needs and applicable regional programmes
under the various biological, conservation and climate change Conventions to which the Cayman Islands are party
[National Conservation Law section 6(2)(j)].
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public to elicit feedback. Members of the DoE marine resources unit and environmental management
unit mailed letters to all property owners within, or adjacent to, the areas identified in the plan as
‘critical habitat’ for nesting sea turtles. Whilst not a requirement under the NCL to conduct such
communications, it was considered prudent in order to maximise the opportunity for key stakeholder
engagement in the consultation process. Letters were also sent to persons holding a current license for
fishing turtles.
Additionally, DoE staff members held separate stakeholder meetings with members of various
government agencies and non‐governmental organisations regarding the conservation proposal. Those
meetings included presentations to and/or discussions with the Planning Department, the Central
Planning Authority, the Sister Islands Development Control Board, District Administration, the National
Roads Authority, the Board of the National Roads Authority, the Department of Environmental Health,
Caribbean Utilities Company and a representative of the Royal Cayman Islands Police Service.
Communications with the Cayman Turtle Centre are discussed in later sections. Summaries of these
stakeholder meetings are included in this report under Appendix D.
Further extensive efforts were made to reach members of the general public through the local
media. Two press releases on the subject were issued on 19 June and again on 24 June to discuss the
upcoming consultation process and the NCC’s approval of the consultation draft plan. A press briefing
was held 27 June for members of the local media to ask questions about the plan, which received wide
coverage. The DoE Director and the manager of DoE’s Legislation Implementation and Co‐ordination
Unit appeared on public call‐in radio shows For the Record (15 July) and Crosstalk (19 July) to discuss the
NCL in general, as well as the turtle conservation plan specifically. A public survey was issued via the
Survey Monkey online survey tool, which received more than 100 submissions (see appendix A of this
document). Members of the public were also asked to write in further comments to the DoE via email or
via hand delivery to the DoE offices and several individuals did communicate using that method (see
appendix B of this document). Copies of the draft turtle conservation plan were left for public review at
all Cayman Islands government libraries, including in Cayman Brac. The draft plans were also left at the
government administration buildings for all three islands.
Additional communication via social media regarding the turtle conservation plan was done on
the DoE’s Facebook, Instagram and Twitter pages. Those messages collectively reached more than
20,000 people, according to website analytics. Social media users were directed to go to the DoE
website www.doe.ky to view copies of the turtle conservation plan and were also directed to the Survey
Monkey poll to make additional input. During the last four weeks of the consultation, social media
reminders were posted weekly (see below), encouraging more input.

We have included all received comments in the above noted appendices to this report. We also
include an analysis below of the polling data received via Survey Monkey during the consultation
process, as well as provide analysis and recommendations based on the feedback received. Generally
speaking, the vast majority of public comments received were very much in support of the NCC’s
proposal. The criticisms that were made largely focused on commenters’ views that certain aspects of
the proposal “did not go far enough” to protect Cayman’s endangered sea turtle species.
We make note here of the lengthy submission received from the Cayman Turtle Centre (CTC) in
response to the NCC turtle conservation plan. Given the nature of the CTC’s response, we have included
two additional appendices to this public consultation report (appendix C and appendix E), containing a
statement made 19 June, 2019 by NCC Chairman McFarlane Conolly and a response to the CTC’s
concerns as they relate to this conservation plan. We believe the Chairman’s statement and our
response will both provide some context and assist in addressing some of the issues raised earlier in the
process by the CTC.

Survey data
The on‐line Survey Monkey document received 105 responses between 3 July and 9 September.
Respondents provided the following demographic information:








96% commented as private individuals, 4% commented representing organisations
90% of respondents live in the Cayman Islands, 10% do not
Of those respondents who reside in the Cayman Islands, 82 live on Grand Cayman, 10 live on
Cayman Brac and 3 live on Little Cayman
Half of the respondents were eligible to vote, the other half said they were not
75% of respondents said they did not reside in a turtle nesting habitat, 20% did reside within
those areas, 5% were unsure. The numbers were about the same for critical nesting habitat
(70%, 19% and remaining unsure)
None of the respondents to the online survey held a private licence to fish for turtles in the
Cayman Islands. One turtle fisher came in to speak directly with DoE staff to express his opinion.
His comments were included as part of Appendix D.
88% of respondents had read or partially read the plan, 12% had not

Responses to the following questions showed strong support for the measures proposed in the
conservation plan:
* How important is protecting Cayman Islands wild sea turtle nesting populations from extinction?
95% said ‘extremely important’
5% said ‘very important
* Lights that shine onto nesting beaches lead baby turtles away from the ocean, where they are often
injured or killed. This very serious threat can be minimized using amber-colored turtle friendly
lighting. The Plan proposes that all existing developments on or impacting critical habitat replace their
lighting with turtle friendly lighting within 3 years of the Plan coming into force (Section 6 d. of Plan). What
is your opinion?
96% said ‘strongly agree’
3% said ‘agree’
1% said ‘strongly disagree’
* The Plan proposes that all new construction on or impacting sea turtle critical habitat have turtle friendly
lighting from the time that the Plan comes into force. What is your opinion?
100% said ‘strongly agree’
* Vehicles and heavy equipment on beaches can crush or accidentally excavate turtle nests. The Plan
proposes that vehicles and heavy equipment should not drive or operate on nesting beaches without
permission, except for certain exemptions i.e. for emergency vehicles (Section 6 e. of the Plan). What is
your opinion?
99% said ‘strongly agree’
1% said ‘strongly disagree’

* The Plan proposes guidelines for turtle interactions, including prohibiting digging in turtle nests and
requiring people to keep at least 30ft away from nesting turtles, and at least 50ft from mating turtles to
avoid disrupting these activities. What is your opinion?
85% said ‘strongly agree’
11% said ‘agree’
2% said ‘neither agree nor disagree’
1% said ‘disagree’
1% said ‘strongly disagree’
* To allow officers to tell the difference between legal (farmed) turtle meat and illegal (poached) turtle
meat, the Plan proposes that turtle meat from Cayman Turtle Centre be sold in marked, freezer-safe bags
with tamper-evident seals. It also proposes that people must store their turtle meat in these bags until the
bags are opened for the meat to be cooked (Section 6 c. of Plan). What is your opinion?
79% said ‘strongly agree’
15% said ‘agree’
4% said ‘neither agree nor disagree’
2% said ‘disagree’
One question had a more mixed response:
* The Plan proposes to maintain existing provisions for licensing limited legal fishing of juvenile turtles,
only by traditional turtle fishers who were licensed under the old Marine Conservation Law. Generally
speaking, do you think Licenses should be granted for legal fishing of wild turtles?
9% said ‘definitely yes’
7% said ‘yes’
10% said ‘maybe’
30% said ‘no’
46% said ‘absolutely not’
Other survey questions sought written responses:
All of the written responses to the survey are included verbatim in appendix A of this report.
* If you agree traditional turtle fishing licenses should be continued, what is your opinion on the
restrictions on eligibility, size limit, and season as laid out in the plan?
-The majority of the 105 written answers noted comments along the lines of “I don’t agree that traditional
turtle fishing licences should be continued”. Some respondents noted that if turtle fishing licenses
continue to be granted, they feel limits should be as strict as possible, agree with the restrictions and
limits set out in the plan, or would defer to the National Conservation Council / DoE in setting limits.
* Anyone who wishes to have a bonfire is currently required to obtain a permit from the Department of
Environmental Health (DEH). Because bonfires can destroy turtle eggs and kill turtle hatchlings, this Plan
proposes that DEH consult with the Department of Environment (DoE) to ensure that there are no turtle
nests in the area of a proposed beach bonfire. This formalises an existing process between DEH and
DoE and will confer no additional obligations on the public. Do you have any comments on this provision?
-Seventy-seven written responses were received on this question. There was strong support for the
proposal that Department of Environmental Health (DEH) consult with DoE to ensure that there are no
turtle nests in the area of a proposed beach bonfire. A number of respondents suggested that bonfires

should be banned entirely, or that they should not be held on designated and sign-posted nesting
beaches, or during nesting season.
*The plan proposes that all eggs, hatchlings, or turtles released into the wild must comply with terms and
conditions set out in a permit issued by the National Conservation Council. This provision would apply to
turtles released from Cayman Turtle Centre and can be a “blanket permit” applying to all
activities/releases over a period of time. This is the same rule as for other species releases in the
Cayman Islands, with the primary goal being to prevent the transmission of disease between captive and
wild populations. This provision will confer no additional obligation on the public. Do you have any
comments on this provision?
-A total of 71 respondents answered this question. Most agreed with the premise or simply had no
comment on the provision. A few respondents said this part of the plan seemed overly bureaucratic and
would be difficult to enforce, but others said it was a “minor inconvenience” for the Turtle Centre.
* Do you have any comments about any other proposed provisions or restrictions in the Plan?

‐Fifty‐nine respondents answered this question. These responses are quite varied and all the responses
are included verbatim in appendix A of this report.

Analysis of submissions

Turtle Friendly Lighting
As noted above, all survey respondents strongly supported the implementation of a legal
requirement for turtle friendly lighting, as proposed in the draft plan (100% strongly agreed with the
provision that Government entities require the use of turtle friendly lighting for new development on or
impacting sea turtle critical habitat from the time the Plan comes into force, and 99% strongly agreed
or agreed that existing properties on or impacting sea turtle critical habitat should replace their
lighting with turtle friendly lighting within three years of the Plan coming into force).
Within the written comments in the survey, many respondents suggested that to avoid delayed
implementation and to reduce the number of endangered hatchling turtles killed by the existing lighting,
properties in critical habitat should be required to change their lighting within a period of less than three
years (6 months to 2 years).
The submission from Cayman Turtle Centre outlined a programme of voluntary introduction of
turtle friendly lighting, incentivised through CTC turtle egg introductions and releases for hotel/tourism
properties, with provision for mandatory implementation of turtle friendly lighting within a subsequent
1‐year period if there was insufficient participation in the voluntary CTC turtle friendly lighting/turtle
release programme.
Having managed an extensive voluntary implementation of turtle friendly lighting, it is the
opinion of the DoE and NCC that mandatory turtle friendly lighting, with a three‐year timeframe for
existing development, is crucial to ensure effective, well‐managed implementation. The draft
conservation plan proposes that turtle friendly lighting be required only within or adjacent to critical
habitat, which is highest density area for turtle nesting. Therefore, to protect turtle nesting populations,
it is necessary that all properties within these critical areas implement turtle friendly lighting. The
proposed timeframe for existing development allows for design of turtle friendly lighting retrofit plans
by private sector companies, approval and budgeting by property owners or stratas, and lighting plan
review and approval by DoE.
DoE review and approval of lighting plans is essential to well‐managed implementation and
follows a model which has been developed in other jurisdications where turtle friendly lighting is a legal
requirement. While assisting properties with voluntary turtle friendly lighting retrofits, DoE has
encountered contractors that sell LED products that they claim are ‘turtle friendly’ but which are not
certified turtle friendly products and which are not the correct wavelength. DoE has also encountered
otherwise excellent, professional architects, electricians, and contractors who not yet fully‐versed in all
aspects of sea turtle lighting and who have therefore inadvertently designed or installed lighting that is
not turtle friendly. Lighting issues which may result in misorientation of hatchling turtles are easily
corrected at the design stage, but are expensive to modify after products are purchased and installed.

The Central Planning Authority and the Development Control Board were in support of the
introduction of turtle friendly lighting and asked if it could be implemented in all nesting areas, rather
than only in critical habitat. However as critical habitat encompasses 90% of nesting, it is the opinion of
DoE that turtle friendly lighting should be mandated via the plan only in critical habitat, and introduced
voluntarily or at the discretion of the Central Planning Authority / Development Control Board outside
these areas. This initial limitation will also assist in oversight of the process, via a more manageable
number of high priority lighting plans for design in the private sector and review by DoE.
A DoE certification for ‘Turtle Friendly Properties’ is under development and will add to the
already high level of interest and enthusiasm for turtle friendly lighting among beachfront properties.
Introduction of turtle eggs at properties that have installed turtle friendly lighting, as proposed by
Cayman Turtle Centre, could be used to further encourage participation in nesting areas outside of
critical habitat (following permitting of the releases, as also proposed in the plan). This would be done at
the discretion of the CTC and so falls outside the scope of this plan.
As thousands of endangered sea turtle hatchlings are impacted each year, implementation of
turtle friendly lighting should not be unnecessarily delayed, but sufficient time must be provided for
budgeting, expansion of private sector capacity, and careful implementation. Therefore, it was proposed
in the draft plan that turtle friendly lighting be required immediately for new developments within
critical habitat (at a phase when turtle friendly can most easily be incorporated during the design
process), and that turtle friendly lighting for existing properties should be carefully phased in within
three years. Considering the extremely high levels of public support for this provision as written, and the
strong opinion of the DoE that turtle friendly lighting can only be introduced successfully via a legal
requirement and with a grace period for implementation for existing properties, it is proposed that this
section of the draft plan remain unchanged.

Operation of vehicles and equipment on the beach during turtle nesting season
Respondents were strongly in favor of the provision that vehicles or heavy equipment should
not drive or operate on nesting beaches without permission, with some exemptions i.e. access for
emergency vehicles (99% strongly agree).
In written comments on the survey, there were some suggestions for more stringent
regulations, as well as suggestions relating to increasing compliance or enforcement. In accordance with
a comment regarding the exception for “Ambulance or other life rescue and law enforcement vehicles”
being unintentionally too broad and vague, the plan was amended to clarify that the blanket exemption
for law enforcement applies only to emergency access. The DoE has a strong working relationship with
the RCIPS relating to routine police patrols on ATVs, including consultation regarding access to nesting
areas and training relating to turtle nesting. This will enable routine law enforcement access to be
permitted under Section 20, including continuing the consultation and training which is an existing
practice.

Other suggestions (e.g. training for watersports staff) will be implemented through education
and outreach efforts, rather than mandated in the plan.
The Central Planning Authority and the Development Control Board were in support of
restrictions to beach driving – see meeting notes in Appendix D for details of their commentary.

Guidelines for turtle interactions
There was strong support for measures to reduce disturbance of turtles as proposed in the plan
(more than 96% strongly agreed or agreed with provisions relating to approach distances for mating and
nesting turtles, prohibiting disturbance of turtle nests and juvenile turtles, and avoidance of sign‐posted
turtle breeding areas). Many respondents also suggested more stringent restrictions (for example, area
and speed restrictions for boating and jet‐skiing activity to avoid disturbance of mating turtles), as well
as additional public education or training measures.
While disturbance of mating turtles represents an important threat, it is the opinion of the DoE
that additional restrictions to boating activity are beyond the scope of a Species Conservation Plan or
could be addressed via public outreach and education efforts.
One respondent noted that the wording of the plan should be modified to include the word
‘molest’ to encompass adding any stress factor to the animal and to make the provision easier to
enforce. The plan has been modified accordingly.
It was noted by a representative of the Royal Cayman Islands Police Service (RCIPS) that their
officers could more easily assist with enforcement if disturbance of a turtle was a ticketable offense; the
provision for ticketable offenses would be beneficial for various offences but would require legislative
revision of the National Conservation Law and so is outside the scope of this Plan.

Fishery Licenses
More than 75% of respondents disagreed with a provision allowing the granting of licenses for
limited legal fishing of juvenile turtles, answering “No” or “Absolutely Not” to the question of whether
traditional turtle fishermen who were licensed under the old Marine Conservation Law should continue
to be granted licenses. It appeared that most respondents were not aware that the fishery is inactive,
with no turtles taken under license since 2008 (three individuals hold current licenses for turtle fishing
but no turtles have been caught under this system in the past 10 years).
A number of respondents agreed that if granting of turtle licenses is allowed to continue, it
should be restricted to the renewal of existing licenses and that catch limits and other regulations
should be as strict as possible.

One (of three) currently licensed turtle fishermen provided a consultation response, in the form
a meeting with DoE. On the question of why he no longer fishes for turtles, he explained that he no
longer catches turtles as it is him alone and his method of using a drop net requires two people. He said
that he would like to keep his license because he might find someone to go with him in the future. He
indicated that he is satisfied with the existing restrictions and regulations.
Recognising the inactive nature of the fishery, the role of turtling in Caymanian heritage, and the
requirement that licenses be issued only if the NCC finds that the fishery does not cause detriment to
any wild population, it is suggested that the Plan remain unchaged.

Domestic Sale of Turtle Products
More than 90% of respondents agreed with the proposal that turtle meat from Cayman Turtle
Centre be sold in marked, freezer safe containers with tamper‐evident seals, and that people be
required to store their meat in these containers until the containers are opened for the meat to be
cooked.
This proposal has been the subject of extensive consultation and collaboration between DoE
and CTC. The CTC’s support for it can be seen within the documents submitted by CTC which included
provision for the sale of turtle products in marked, freezer‐safe containers with tamper‐evident seals.
One respondent questioned whether it would be possible to distinguish unused farmed meat
that had been re‐frozen in an unsealed Cayman Turtle Centre bag from poached wild turtle meat that
had been ‘laundered’ via storage in a re‐used Cayman Turtle Centre bag. Wording in the plan has been
amended to clarify that unused farmed turtle meat cannot be retained and stored in unsealed bags.
Cayman Turtle Centre has advised that meat is sold in the typical portion for single use.
The CTC submission also included two additional measures: that all turtle product sales be
recorded in an electronic point‐of‐sale system and that CTC would maintain their existing practice of no
sale of turtle eggs, in order to avoid creating a market for this product. As these provisions continue
existing practices and add no burden to the public, they have been added to the plan.

Avoidance of the Impacts of Beach Bonfires
Generally, respondents supported the proposal formalising an existing process wherein the
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) consults with DoE to ensure that there are no turtle nests in
the area of a proposed beach bonfire. This proposal was also supported by DEH.
A number of respondents suggested further restrictions such as banning bonfires entirely or
banning them in designated areas or during turtle nesting season. Under the existing collaboration
between DEH and DoE, bonfire permissions are granted when possible, including on nesting beaches

during the months of May to November, but high‐density nesting beaches are avoided and DoE records
are checked for the presence of nests prior to permitting a fire on any other beach.
The DoE recommends that this arrangement be maintained, rather than introducing a blanket
ban on beach bonfires in nesting season (at minimum, May to November, encompassing a large amount
of coastline).
A number of respondents noted a lack of public awareness, compliance, or enforcement
regarding the existing requirement that all bonfires be permitted by DEH.
For clarity, one respondent suggested that the Plan be amended to explicitly state the existing
requirement that bonfires require permission from DEH. The plan has been amended accordingly and
DoE will propose a joint public educational initiative to be implemented by DEH and DoE to raise
awareness of bonfire permitting requirements, particularly on turtle nesting beaches.

Release of Turtles into the Wild
There was general agreement from the public with the proposal that all eggs, or hatchlings, or
turtles introduced on Cayman’s beaches or released into Cayman waters, regardless of source, must
comply with terms and conditions set out in a permit issued by the Council.
The turtle farm strongly objected to this requirement and proposed an expanded programme
for introduction of captive‐origin turtle eggs on to beaches in cooperation with hotel /tourism
properties, additional releases of green turtles, and a captive breeding and release programme for
hawksbill turtles.
It is the opinion of the DoE that permiting as decribed above is required prior to legislating an
expansion of the release program or introduction of a release programme for hawksbill turtles.
Therefore, this section remains unchanged.

Other measures:
Beach Chairs
Several respondents suggested restriction on beach chairs e.g. that they be removed from the
beach at night, either voluntarily or as a mandatory requirement for properties in critical habitat.
It is proposed that removing beach chairs at night be a requirement for certification as a Turtle
Friendly property. DoE will undertake further monitoring of the impact of beach chairs in reducing
available nesting habitat or posing an entanglement risk to nesting turtles, with potential to institute a
mandatory requirement through future revision of the plan.

Funding
It was proposed that Government allocate Environmental Protection Fund (EPF) funding to
support important aspects of the plan, including turtle friendly lighting and reduction of poaching.
It is the opinion of the DoE that this cannot be mandated within the plan as it is the purview of
Finance Committee to allocate EPF funding within each budget. However, the funding section of the
Plan has been updated to indicate the need for this funding to support the goals of the plan and achieve
the aim of turtle conservation.

Development
There was a strong theme regarding increased respect for the environment in the planning
process, such as granting no exceptions to the 75 ft. setback. However, these aspects fall within the
discretion of the Central Planning Authority and Development Control Board.
One respondent indicated that additional critical habitat in Cayman Brac should be designated
due to changes in nest distribution related to sargassum influxes. Critical habitat maps within the plan
will be reviewed every 5 years, so designation of additional critical habitat can be considered at that
time.

Plastics
There was strong public support for restrictions on consumable plastics such as plastic cutlery
and straws. As an impact on turtles from these products has not been demonstrated through local
research, it is felt that bans on disposable plastics should not be instituted through the turtle
conservation plan; however, this area of future study has been added to the ‘Monitoring and Research’
section.
Entanglement in lost or discarded monofilament fishing line represents an important threat to
juvenile turtles, however it is felt that this is best addressed through continuation of the existing,
voluntary DoE fishing line recycling programme.

Conclusion
Many suggestions regarding signage, public education and outreach, and stakeholder
cooperation would provide conservation benefits for sea turtles but are inappropriate to legislate via the
conservation plan.
Such strategic actions and partnerships will be included in an updated National Biodiversity
Action Plan (NBAP) for sea turtles, which will include consultation and partnership with stakeholders.
There was a high level of support from the public on the proposed turtle conservation plan, as
well as general support for moving forward quickly, indicating that ‘the sooner it is implemented the
better.’

Turtle Conservation Plan Public Consultation – Appendix A
Question – Are you commenting as a private citizen or on behalf of an organisation?
Answer Choices
As an individual
On behalf of an organisation
Name of Organisation, if commenting on
behalf of an organisation

Responses
96.19%
3.81%

Answered
Skipped

105
0

Are you commenting as a private citizen
or on behalf of an organisation?
120.00%
100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

As an individual

101
4
5

On behalf of an organisation

Question – Do you live in the Cayman Islands?
Answer Choices
Yes
No

Responses
90.48%
9.52%
Answered
Skipped

95
10
105
0

Do you live in the Cayman Islands?
100.00%
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Yes

No

Question – Where do you reside?
Answer Choices
Grand Cayman
Cayman Brac
Little Cayman
Outside of the Cayman Islands

Responses
78.10%
9.52%
2.86%
9.52%
Answered
Skipped

82
10
3
10
105
0

Where do you reside?
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Grand Cayman

Cayman Brac

Little Cayman

Outside of the
Cayman Islands

Question – Are you eligible to vote in the Cayman Islands?
Answer Choices
Yes
No

Responses
49.52%
50.48%
Answered
Skipped

52
53
105
0

Are you eligible to vote in the Cayman
Islands (your feedback is valued
regardless of the answer to this question)
50.60%
50.40%
50.20%
50.00%
49.80%
49.60%
49.40%
49.20%
49.00%

Yes

No

Question – Is your property a sea turtle nesting habitat, as defined in the plan?
Answer Choices
Yes
No
Unsure

Responses
20.00%
75.24%
4.76%
Answered
Skipped

21
79
5
105
0

Is your property in sea turtle nesting
habitat, as defined in the Plan?
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Yes

No

Unsure

Question – Is your property in or adjacent to sea turtle critical habitat, as defined in the plan?
Answer Choices
Yes
No
Unsure

Responses
19.05%
69.52%
11.43%
Answered
Skipped

20
73
12
105
0

Is your property in or adjacent to sea
turtle critical habitat, as defined in the
Plan?
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Yes

No

Unsure

Question – Have you ever held a license to fish for turtles in the Cayman Islands?
Answer Choices
Yes
No

Responses
0.00%
100.00%
Answered
Skipped

0
105
105
0

Have you ever held a license to fish for
turtles in the Cayman Islands?
120.00%
100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

Yes

No

Question – Have you read the plan?
Answer Choices
Yes
No
Partially

Responses
58.10%
12.38%
29.52%
Answered
Skipped

61
13
31
105
0

Have you read the Plan?
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Yes

No

Partially

Question – How important is protecting Cayman Islands wild sea turtle nesting populations from
extinction?
Answer Choices
Extremely important
Very important
Somewhat
important
Not so important
Not at all important

Responses
95.24%
4.76%
0.00%

100
5
0

0.00%
0.00%
Answered
Skipped

0
0
105
0

How important is protecting Cayman
Islands wild sea turtle nesting populations
from extinction?
120.00%
100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

Extremely
important

Very important

Somewhat
important

Not so important

Not at all
important

Question – To allow officers to tell the difference between farmed (legal) turtle meat and illegal
(poached) turtle meat, the plan proposes that turtle meat from the Cayman Turtle Centre be sold in
marked, freezer-safe bags with tamper evident seals. It also proposes that people must store their
turtle meat in these bags until the bags are opened for the meat to be cooked. What is your opinion?
Answer Choices
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

Responses
79.05%
15.24%
3.81%
1.90%
0.00%
Answered
Skipped

83
16
4
2
0
105
0

Regulation of sale and storage of turtle
meat as proposed in the question above:
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Question – The plan proposes to maintain existing provisions for licensing limited fishing of juvenile
turtles, only by traditional turtle fishers who were licensed under the old Marine Conservation Law.
Generally speaking, do you think licenses should be granted for legal fishing of wild turtles?
Answer Choices
Definitely yes
Yes
Maybe
No
Absolutely not
Comments?

Responses
8.57%
6.67%
9.52%
29.52%
45.71%

9
7
10
31
48
40
105
0

Answered
Skipped

Do you think licenses should be granted
for legal fishing of wild turtles?
50.00%
45.00%
40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

Definitely yes

Yes

Maybe

No

Absolutely not

Respondents
1
If it’s not simply made 100% illegal, it remains an impossible thing to track volume of take and
police the system. It should be if you see a human taking a turtle, that’s illegal. Simple.
2
Turtle meat is not necessary for people, and while I understand people value tradition, this is
about the survival of a species. Survival trumps tradition any day.
3
Sale of turtle meat and products should ONLY be available to individual households with a
heritage of eating the meat/proof of generational Caymanian, heritage and gradually be phased out.
There should be no sale to restaurants for the general public consumption and sale of turtle meat on a

menu available to the general public should be illegal. The sale of turtle meat to commercial
establishments to serve on their menu to the general public including tourists is a detriment to the
conservation plan and the plan needs to include reducing the social acceptance of consuming these
threatened species, while allowing for older generations to still purchase from the turtle farm. Until wild
turtle populations are replenished and removed from this plan, there should be no sale to commercial
establishments. Any meat to be sold for Caymanian community events must be purchased via a
Caymanian or NGO with heritage ties for example, to reduce the ‘taste/palate’ of turtle meat for the
younger generations who have an abundance of other sources of food and not create temptation to
poach wild turtles.
4

this is atradition and no new license should be should be issued.. only renewals

5

These are endangered species and turtle meat is available from the turtle centre.

6
It is too difficult tell what is legal or illegal on the water from observers on the shore. What
should be reported, what should not?
7

These animals are endangered so should not be hunted under any circumstance!

8

As long as They are listed as endangered, no licenses to be granted.

9
I can understand allowing traditional turtle fishers to continue, although it is sad to see any
turtles taken, but am completely opposed to any new licenses being granted.
10
Considering the data we now have from years of study, it should be time to have a conversation
around why tradition and culture should allow the practice of wild turtle fishing to remain legal under
any circumstances.
11

These species are endangered. Tell them to snack on something that is not.

12

Turtles should not be hunted.

13

The past has proven that even limited fishing is detrimental to the turtle population.

14
I wish turtles weren’t fished at all... or farmed, for that matter. I do understand that cultural
norms don’t allow for a full stop on turtle meat, so I would much rather have them responsibly fished in
the wild than farmed.
15
Whether it’s legal or not there seems to be no way to stop illegal fishing activity (fish, conch,
turtles etc) in the Cayman Islands) . Who could possibly police or stop it? Where and when would they
police it? How can anyone actually stop poachers from behaving illegally under the cover of night?
16
I think a moratorium should be put in place and the Turtle Center should "provide free of
charge" turtle meat to previously licensed persons instead at a reasonable weight once per month.
17
There is no legal reason anyone should fish for wild sea turtles. The population is too fragile and
there is a more sustainable, locally provided meat option.

18

It’s an important part of Caymanian culture

19
Protection of culture is important, but troubled ethically of fishing for an endangered species. If
licenses are only granted to those eligible under the old law, how is culture preserved as these
individuals eventually cease from fishing? How is culture maintained? However, very cautious about the
issuance of new licences as I would want to ensure the number of available licenses remains comparable
to current eligibility and ensure the preservation of culture through the methods and volumes of fishing.
These licenses should not be to support general consumption of meat but rather should be focused on
preserving cultural ways of obtaining meat - in an ethically approaches way.
20
I understand the cultural importance to some to maintain this practice and food source.
However, it is important for the longevity of the island and its culture to modify the way we honor the
culture to ensure sustainability of the species, the ecosystems, and the health or our island's natural
resources. Farmed turtles as the only source of meat, save for those who were previously granted
licenses is an acceptable compromise, as long as those licenses are limited and non-transferrable. No
additional licenses should be granted, especially for juvenile wild turtles.
21
Only to the extent that DOE can be confident that this will not add to the difficulty in
distinguishing legal from illegally caught turtles.
22
I think it is unconscionable that endangered animals are being hunted or farmed by the Cayman
government to appease a population that is not indigenous to these islands as they were uninhabited
until recently. I do not believe anyone here is "entitled" to consume critically endangered animals.
23

no need for juvenile turtles to be fished.

24

Not appropriate in today's sea world, already over-exploited

25
Since the consumption of turtle meat is a tradition in the Cayman Islands, I feel provision should
be made to continue to make this available for sale. However, I suggest this should be provided by
implementing "farmed" turtle meat - not fishing in the wild.
26
"I understand it's traditional to hunt turtles, but so is burning cow-shit to prevent mosquito
bites. Keep the old guys happy for now, they will slowly stop going out."
27
Balance of tradition and conservation is good. Need some sort of oversight to ensure the
tradition is not abused and a sunset clause which is perhaps implemented by the requirement for
licensing under the old Marine Conservation law.
28
I think that the public should not be fishing (legally or illegally) for turtles. But I understand that
it is tradition. It should just be the people from Cayman Turtle farm to do this.
29

Maybe after a say ten year ban of all wishing from the wild.

30

It may have been tradition but times have changed and they are now endangered.

31
Does this fishing create a threat? If so, I would say it should not happen. If it is not a threat, I
would allow it
32

Fishing for turtles should not be allowed until we can get our numbers right.

33
Why should they? They do not follow the rule of law for conch and lobster so what makes you
think they will follow the law for turtle????? If Cayman people are so desperate for turtle meat they can
purchase it from the legal vendor, the Turtle Farm
34

Existing holders could be grandfathered but no new ones should be issued.

35
Poaching is an unfortunate reality. Perhaps Licensing them will allow DOE to keep/limit their
catch?
36
Wild turtles should not be caught. They are endangered!! I know it’s our culture but we must
think of the future!!
37
I think that time has passed. There once were turtle aplenty in our waters, but no longer. The
only turtle being eaten should come from the Turtle Farm.
38
"Once its legally licensed, at least some attempts can be made to police it and better educate
around it"
39
Generally speaking, no. Specifically speaking, I can see the case for the limited granting of
licenses
40
We need to do everything in our power to stop the hunting of wild turtles. This will also make
the policing easier as anybody seen hunting turtles can be arrested and prosecuted. For the turtle farm
to be viable and meet its objectives, it needs to be the only source of turtle meat on the island. It will Be
impossible to distinguish between licensed meat and illegally poached meat

Question – If you agree traditional turtle fishing licenses should be continued, what is your opinion on
the restrictions on eligibility, size limit and season as laid out in the plan?
Respondents
1

The should be no taking period.

2
I absolutely do not. What purpose does it serve other than recreation? If the hunters are truly
relying on their take for sustenance then the government should provide them with meat from the
turtle farm that they are no longer able to catch themselves, either at a subsidized discount or with a
certain amount for free to compensate them for their license no longer being valid.
3

I do not think they should be continued.

4
Disagree, populations are far too threatened and provides the opportunity for younger/non
traditional fishers to observe and learn the behaviour (shadow)
5

Not sure

6

g

7

I don’t

8

l didnt quite understand how it works

9

I did not agree that turtle fishing licenses should continue

10

Turtle fishing licenses should be abolished

11
N/A TRADITIONAL TURTLE FISHING SHOULD CEASE, UNTIL STOCKS WITHIN THE OCEANS ARE
REPLENISHED
12

I do not agree

13

N/a

14
I personally dont agree with this but since it is part of the Cayman Islands heritage I understand
why this would be allowed. However, I defer to the DOE on sizing limits.
15

Enough to feed a family. 1 per license holder

16

I don’t agree that traditional turtle fishing licenses should be continued.

17

I do not agree

18

No licenses to be continued until turtles are off the endangered list.

19

I don’t think you should be able to fish for turtles

20
I didn't see these referenced in the plan overview which the link took me to. I don't know
enough to be able to answer this.
21
I don’t think that licenses should be granted for fishing of wild turtles. Every individual removed
from the population is a problem given the overall survival rate of sea turtles into adulthood and the
availability of turtle meat at the turtle farm to those who choose to consume that type of meat.
22
I do agree that turtle licences should be continued in order to preserve traditional customs.
However, with access to turtle meat from the Turtle Farm, I feel that this is unnecessary within the
Cayman Islands.
23

They should not!

24

I was unable to find these restrictions within the draft plan.

25

The stricter the better

26

All sea turtles belong in the sea and should not be killed.

27

Turtle fishing should not be continued.

28

I dont agree in turtle fishing

29
I don’t know enough about the science, but whatever your limits are, I would hope they have
erred on the side of caution.
30

I do not agree that licenses should be continued.

31

No licenses turtles should not be hunted

32
"I personally feel, the Turtle Farm should be the only source of Turtle Meat. Licensing members
of the public will always lead to those who would poach or bend the rules.
33

Not sure

34

No turtle fishing should be allowed

35
I think all fishing of all turtles should be illegal like it is in the rest of the world. Leave them alone
and eat something else.
36

I support the restrictions for traditional fishing licenses laid out in the plan.

37
I think DOE is best suited to know how to manage the turtle fishing licenses as we move into the
future. At this time, no fishing, but if turtles recover, then?
38

N/A

39

NA

40

If they must be continued then there should definitely be restrictions

41

I do t agree

42

n/a

43

I don't agree with continuing issuing turtle licenses.

44

I didn’t answer yes so I do not know why it is mandatory to answer this section.

45

"No fishing license should Be granted for turtles in the wild"

46

I do not think licensing should continue.

47

No opinion

48

I would have faith in the NCC recommendations

49

See previous response.

50

N/a

51

No licenses should be issued

52

The restrictions allow for sustainable harvesting

53
I think it's great that restrictions are being discussed and it is my opinion that there should be
restrictions. I agree with the ones proposed.
54

I do not agree that traditional turtle fishing licenses should be continued!

55

N/C

56
See above - restrictions on size should be such that the turtle could reasonably have participated
in at least X amount of successful mating seasons. Seasons should be extremely limited, and outside of
mating season when they are more vulnerable. No additional licenses should be granted until those that
currently have licenses are no longer using them.
57

Please see prior response.

58

Should be 0 as they are all critically endangered.

59

I don't agree they should be allowed

60

N/A

61

no juveniles

62
Did not mean to agree. Turtle fishing licenses should be discontinued. Turtles should receive
TOTAL protection.
63
How much do they catch when they fish for juvenile turtles? Not all survive even under good
conditions in the sea. They are eaten by other fish. Does the fishing of juveniles add to the decline ? Is
the fishing of juveniles the fisherman's primary source of income? Please take these questions into
consideration. Thank you.
64

Do not agree fishing licenses should be continued in light of the diminished turtle population.

65

N/A

66

Seems like a good compromise.

67

I will leave that to the experts

68

same as above

69

Fine

70
Fishers should be required to weigh or measure their catch to determine if it meets the licensed
requirements. Otherwise, they should immediately release their catch. Seasoned fishing should remain
as is.
71

No, do not allow it as it will encourage illegal poaching

72

Please see answer above

73
If it continues to be available it should be limited to a small number and a short season should
be set.
74

I don’t agree

75

I don't agree that traditional licenses should be continued.

76

dont agree

77

I do not agree

78

N/A

79

n/a

80

Agree

81

n/a

82

No

83

Turtle fishing licenses should be discontinued

84
Turtle fishing should not be allowed during mating or nesting seasons and the turtles should be
of a size determined by DoE
85
No more than two per season (not during mating season). And not turtles that are mature!!! Do
not allow them to take mature turtles, like we wrongly allow with lobsters!! Taking mature ones reduces
breeding stock.
86

Dont agreed they should be continued

87

No licenses please

88

Agree

89

Don’t agree.

90

Disagree

91

I don’t agree, but there should be very high restrictions.

92

Not sure.

93

I do not think turtle fishing licences should continue

94

Don’t agree

95

I don't agree that traditional turtle fishing licenses should be continued.

96

TOTAL BAN IN CAYMAN WATERS

97
This should be a requirement to have a licence with the threat of violating restrictions meaning
you'd lose licence and suffer fines
98

restrictions are necessary but would need more information.

99
I don't agree with continuing licenses seem at odds with whole idea of protecting them and it
continues to fuel the idea that it is acceptable to consume an endangered species.
100

Na

101

N/A

102

no opinion

103

Key issue is around enforcement of the limits

104

No licenses should be allowed

105

I do not agree. People should purchase turtle meat from the Cayman Turtle Centre.

Question – The plan proposes guidelines for turtle interactions, including prohibiting digging in turtle
nests and requiring people to keep at least 30 feet away from nesting turtles and at least 50 feet from
mating turtles to avoid disrupting these activities. What is your opinion?
Answer Choices
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

Responses
84.76%
11.43%
1.90%
0.95%
0.95%
Answered
Skipped

89
12
2
1
1
105
0

Regulation of turtle interactions as
proposed in the question above:
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Question – Lights that shine onto nesting beaches lead baby turtles away from the ocean, where they
are often injured or killed. This very serious threat can be minimized using amber-colored turtlefriendly lighting. The plan proposes that all existing developments on or impacting critical habitat
replace their lighting with turtle-friendly lighting within three years of the plan coming into force.
What is your opinion?
Answer Choices
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Comments

Responses
96.19%
2.86%
0.00%
0.00%
0.95%
Answered
Skipped

101
3
0
0
1
37
105
0

Turtle friendly lighting for existing
developments as proposed in the
question above:
120.00%
100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Respondents
1

A funding structure should be put in place and maintained for early adopter.

2
Why 3 years? That will inevitably get delayed as well. Anything beachfront is swimming in cash,
these regulations should be put into effect immediately with fines for non compliance. I understand that
the actual projects can’t be completed overnight, but all relevant properties should be required to
provide evidence that they are implementing the lighting. To me they should have 3-6 months max.

3
We have had turtle-friendly lights for years. It is very important to help the hatchlings go in the
right direction — their chances of survival are already low enough without human interference.
4
I agree however the timeframe should be reduced to 1 year (12 months) of the plan coming into
force. 3 years is far too long and unnecessary,
5

1 year is long enough..

6
Turtle friendly lighting is effective, safe, and beautiful. There is no reason not to use it. Guests to
this island love the turtles and feel like they are helping when staying in an establishment that cares for
the turtles.
7

Change it from 3 years to 1 year.

8

STRONGLY AGREE, PERHAPS REDUCE THE 3 YEARS TO 2 YEARS

9

All new builds should have them now

10
This should be mandatory with harsh fines and for first time offender and prison time in
conjunction with a further for repeat offenders.
11
ALL of the streetlights (including security light at driveways) should be removed from Little
Cayman. There is absolutely no need for streetlights on any part of Little Cayman.
12

within ONE year

13
All of these developments have an income either from strata or tourism. They can all afford to
change their lighting. Changing their lighting should be mandatory.
14
"As with any legal binding initiative that has a long time horizon, it is likely that the vast majority
of developments will be unlikely to act on this until we approach the 3 year mark unless they are
compelled to by their tenants or volunteers. Why is such a long time horizon given? I think a time
horizon of 1 year is more than appropriate. "
15
But why 3 years? Should be less time to do so, perhaps 2 years. These developments can handle
such a thing, the money is there.
16
This is so important. We need legislation to force people to use turtle-friendly lighting. It is the
ONLY way that people will make the switch.
17

It’s the least we can do

18
I agree if it can be accomplished without compromising the safety and protection of my
property.

19
"The turtles are an intricate part of our natural environment & all means possible should be
made to secure their welfare in the wild. The protection of them, their habitat & nest sites should be
paramount.
20
The unnatural bright white or blue-white lights that are presently on much of the beachfront
property are awful. They should all be done away with. Let’s leave the beaches as natural as possible. If
the amber lights help the turtles and provide some safety lighting for humans then that sounds like a
great solution.
21

Within 2 years

22
I have been shocked about the increased development lighting occuring that is totally
unnecessary and not only affecting our wildlife but a nuisance to neighbours and the public. Multi
million dollar high rises cannot cry poverty and should lead the charge in responsible ownership.
Government should do the same.
23

Should happen within 6 months not 3 years

24
THIS IS SO IMPORTANT! I live off Rum Point Road, and it really scares me to think about how
many of those beach homes do not have amber-colored turtle-friendly lighting.
25
This is common practice in the US on the coast of Georgia and South Carolina. While initially,
there was so pushback (people are always opposed to change), as it became common place it became a
source of pride that the home owners were participating in the program. As society increasingly
becomes more environmentally aware, the fact that developments have turtle friendly lighting can even
be marketed as a selling point.
26
This implementation will have to be ongoing as in the area in which I reside when on island, has
much turnover in ownership & I find most new owners are unaware of even the most basic of rules
recommended by the DOE
27

"Seems an easy (and relatively cheap) solution to keep turtles alive. Who could be against it?"

28
Although, I believe this should perhaps be cut down to 2 years in order to minimise the number
of hatchlings which may be killed.
29
I would prefer sooner, they had had enough time to consider changing. I have lived at Sand Cay
since 2013 and the house next door blazes it lights onto the turtle beach even though the DOE ask them
not too.
30
Can't believe this was not already in place. Cayman comes to the table after the fact on every
decision being made... We need to learn to preempt this type of thing and act immediately.
31
This is a no brainer - people that live along these sites can surely afford it. Also, government
may want to make a fund available in the rare event that someone living along these critical sites cannot
afford it.

32

It should be immediate, not 3 years

33

100% agree, and infractions should come with a maximum penalty fine

34
The turtle-friendly lighting has been demonstrated to work. It must be done. If DOE or other
CIG entity were willing to subsidise the cost of changing the lighting, that would likely ease the growing
pains.
35
If this has been shown to work in Florida where its law, then great idea. Why wait three years
though, full compliance within six months. Wait three years and people will just wait until the last
moment
36
Q16 - Actually I feel NO human/turtle interactions but I didn't want to put disagree without
being able to explain my answer
37
Anybody who has beach front houses can afford and should respect the environment enough to
be on board with this. This should be a requirement for any new developments

Question – The plan proposes that all new construction on or impacting sea turtle critical habitat have
turtle-friendly lighting from the time the plan comes into force. What is your opinion?
Answer Choices
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Comments

Responses
100.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

105
0
0
0
0
22
105
0

Answered
Skipped

Turtle friendly lighting for new
developments as proposed in the
question above:
120.00%
100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Respondents
1
The Beach Bay development is a great example of something that shouldn’t be happening at all.
However, I grant that the Cayman Islands can’t fundamentally change the laws of property ownership.
That being said, based on current plans it needs to be heavily modified. Turtle friendly lighting is the
least of it.
2

Yes this should be required by legislation.

3

planning should not issue a permit with out it in place

4
This requirement should be back dated to before the Plan comes into force and should include
any building under construction where an occupancy permit has not been granted, to be required to
implement turtle friendly lighting.
5
ALL of the streetlights (including security light at driveways) should be removed from Little
Cayman. There is absolutely no need for streetlights on any part of Little Cayman.
6

Same comment as for #17. They all have the money to be able to do the right thing.

7

Also suggest banning incandescent lighting period.

8

Why wouldn’t we???

9
The owner of property 5C146 immediately next door to our property submitted plans to CPA for
a huge residence and asked for variances on all 4 sides of the lot, the most egregious of which was for a
50 foot setback from the HWM for a pool and a seawall. I objected strenuously at the CPA meeting, and
CPA did not approve the seawall or the 50 foot setback, but they did for some reason approve a 60 foot
setback. Quite a huge reduction from the required 75 foot setback, especially on one of the most
popular turtle nesting beaches on Cayman. Needless to say, I was extremely disappointed in CPA’s
decision!
10

"Any regulatory plans to protect nesting turtles or hatchlings should be imposed.

11

If new construction must happen, least they could do is protect these amazing species.

12
New developments should include conservation rules and fines in their bylaws so all owners can
be aware of and uphold these important efforts.
13

See above

14
We have turtles nesting on approximately 6 to 10 beaches not in the bounds of critical habitat.
They need to be protected too! Lights in areas with sandy beaches should be turtle friendly, if at all.
(One theory for north side nesting is excessive sargassum weed on our south side (Cayman Brac))
15
I feel that already existing lighting out of doors - of which there is a great deal in the area where
I reside, needs to be corrected. Much of this lighting was installed after frequent home break ins & has
continued to be installed with that problem in mind.
16

Prevents having to re-fit old lights.

17

Fabulous.

18

No brainer.

19

TFL should be used in new construction regardless of whether the Plan comes into force or not.

20
Will this be applied across the board??? Case in point the KABOO site, and the recently
approved development on Queens Highway. Both properties weren’t subjected to an EIA. In fact one
DOE was silent on the KABOO clearing/destruction on turtle nesting area. But yet I see that the farmers
in North Side require an EIA for a road? This is the kind of shenanigans that lead to people not giving
support to your cause.
21

There is NO reason for this to not be law.

22

This should be a requirement in order to get planning approval

Question – Vehicles and heavy equipment on beaches can crush or accidentally excavate turtle nests.
The plan proposes that vehicles or heavy equipment should not drive or operate on nesting beaches
without permission, except for certain exemptions i.e. for emergency vehicles. What is your opinion?
Answer Choices
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

Responses
99.05%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.95%
Answered
Skipped

104
0
0
0
1
105
0

Regulation of vehicles and heavy
equipment as proposed in the question
above:
120.00%
100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Question – Anyone who wishes to have a bonfire is currently required to obtain a permit from the
Department of Environmental Health (DEH). Because bonfires can destroy turtle eggs and kill turtle
hatchlings this plan proposes that DEH consult with the Department of Environment (DoE) to ensure
there are no turtle nests in the area of a proposed beach bonfire. This formalises an existing process
between DEH and DoE and will confer no additional obligations on the public. Do you have any
comments on this provision?
Respondents
1

No comments - that’s great

2

No

3
"Yes this should be formalised. Wording is vague and should be more specific/strengthened –
such as ‘no bonfires are permitted on the beach during May-November, turtle nesting season, unless a
Beach bonfire permit is issued under ‘xxx of the xx law’ or ‘by DEH’"
4

Great idea

5

Formalizing such cooperation seems very sensible.

6
no bonfire on our beaches period.. unless in a container that will be removed.. l see the mess on
our beaches too often... and it is dangerous as we know what happened in the brac a few years back
7

Great way to work together.

8

This is a good idea. But enforcement will be necessary.

9

SEEMS A GOOD ARRANGEMENT

10

A good idea!

11

No

12

n/a

13

I agree that permits should be required for beach bonfires.

14
I didn't even know permits were required, but that is unsurprising I guess, as many of our Laws
are not enforced, and Government really does a terrible job generally of promoting awareness of Laws.
If such a process is to be undertaken, the public has to be made aware of it in an ongoing manner.
15

I agree that DEH should consult with DoE

16

Fires should be prohibited on turtle nesting beaches during April-November

17

N/A

18

Essential to ensure bonfire beaches do not have turtle nests.

19

Enforce this please! Bonfires are held without permits weekly, particularly in South Sound.

20

Sounds reasonable, and not only for the turtles.

21
"Bonfire restrictions should be confined to beaches which are sandy & potential nesting
prospects for turtles. Especially the Brac, has many rock shorelines that should not be attractive nor
favourable for a nesting site.
22

I think this a good idea

23
All outdoor fires in Cayman - of any type, location or size should have a permit. Even if someone
doesn’t live near a turtle nesting habitat. Fires are dangerous period.
24

I strongly agree. It is important and necessary to formalise the existing process.

25

no

26

Bonfires should be on ironshore. not sand.

27
I think turtle nesting areas should be marked extremely clearly so that if someone is going to
have a bonfire it is absolutely clear, as i don't think people want to hurt turtles, but i also dont think they
want to get authorised to have a bonfire every time
28

No

29

Good addition

30
"I think it would be much simpler and less paperwork and easier to enforce if there were ""No
Bonfire"" zones and proper signage on known turtle nesting beaches during nesting and hatching season
and stiff penalties if caught
31

"Bonfires should not Be allowed during nesting season. "

32

No

33

Agreed

34
Would a timeframe blackout ban be more effective? Eg no bonfires in protected zones during
nesting and mating seasons?
35

No

36

Dont allow any bonfires

37

Perhaps establishing fire pit areas that are safely out of nesting grounds.

38

No. This makes complete sense.

39
This should also include a provision that the person responsible for lighting the bonfire is also
responsible for ensuring it is fully extinguished. There are other animals, and even people, that could be
injured by remaining embers that are not fully extinguished. There is also the risk of the wind shifting
and causing a small unsupervised fire turning into a bigger fire @ beaches where bushes are nearby.
40

Sounds like a great plan

41

I agree strongly with the proposal.

42

Ban bonfires generally.

43

"Keep rule

44
Many of the home adjacent to mine are rental properties & the renters frequently light bonfires
& it may be necessary to implement a rule that any rental properties must provide that information to
the renters. Likewise, the landscaping companies who weekly clear the beaches of debris anticipating
rental arrivals,. The clearing is sometimes beyond gentle raking - small wheeled vehicles have been
observed.
45

"Why allow bonfires to begin with? Should be rare, but legal in some places only."

46

Agree

47

Sounds good

48

No comments - I agree.

49
Publicise it more. Sand Cay had an incident a few years ago where hatchlings wandered into the
embers and died. But the people had no idea that they should not light a bonfire there.
50

Good idea

51
I was not aware that we needed a permit, I thought it just wasn't allowed at all. This is an
absolutely brilliant way of making sure turtles are okay.
52

This needs to be much more regulated and enforced, not just for turtles.

53

n/a

54
I didn't know this was the case and I suppose its like many of the laws in Cayman. They are
ignored and never enforced. I would like to see tighter regulation in all enviromental areas, and to see
these enforced with strict penalties.
55
"Who needs a bonfire in this heat?? I have never understood that... Signs should be posted in
nesting areas. I have seen plenty of evidence in South Sound of large and small bonfires. I remember a
few years ago where a new nest hatched and several hatchlings were killed/burned to death on a pile of
embers left behind by uneducated partiers. I also heard about an upcoming bonfire party and advised

them of the dangers during turtle nesting season. They did not have the bonfire because of this
information. They just did not know.... You need to make this more public for those types of people. "
56
Bonfires are unnecessary in Cayman, where the temperature at night rarely dips below 27C.
They cause air pollution and increase carbon emissions. If bonfires must be had, a permit should
absolutely be required to ensure no nests will be threatened.
57

It will be very difficult to enforce this.

58

This seems a little much - maybe necessary during nesting season only.

59

Makes sense

60

I Agree

61

Bonfires shouldn’t be allowed!

62

It should already have been this way

63

Fully agree

64

No, agreed

65

Strongly agree

66

Strongly agree. All of this is just to help the conservation of turtles.

67

It seems sensible

68
"Agree, however historically the DEH has sent people who apply for burn permits to the Fire
Services, who then tell you to contact DEH. If there is a genuine process whereby we can get burn
permits, then I'm in favour. Otherwise, I think this is fraught with peril. Bonfires are not Earthshattering, but they are a necessary part of our culture. If this is written into law, please do the followup and create a valid framework for DEH to review and approve burn permits."
69
BONFIRES ON THE BEACH ARE OR SHOULD BE ILLEGAL. ASIDE FROM DANGER TO TURTLE NESTS,
IT DESTROYS THE SAND FOREVER, ALMOST TURNING IT INTO GLASS!
70

Good idea

71

This is necessary.

72

agree with it

73

I agree since the turtles or their eggs can be damaged and we need to protect them.

74

I fully support it.

75

no

76
Absolutely agree. This process should be simplified though, eg through an app which links into
the DoE turtle nest map, and can quickly grant approvals.
77

none

Question – The plan proposes that all eggs, hatchlings or turtles released into the wild must comply
with terms and conditions set out in a permit issued by the National Conservation Council. This
provision would apply to turtles released from the Cayman Turtle Centre and can be a “blanket
permit” applying to all activities/releases over a period of time. This is the same rule as for other
species released in the Cayman Islands, with the primary goal being to prevent the transmission of
disease between captive and wild populations. This provision will confer no additional obligation on
the public. Do you have any comments on this provision?
Respondents
1

Sep 08 2019 04:27 PM Sounds like a good idea.

2

As long as the blanket permit is very specific and limits opportunity for abuse that’s fine.

3

No

4

no comment

5

No

6

Methods of release should be regulated

7

yes l agree

8

This is very important for future health of the turtle population.

9

I agree with this approach

10

NO

11

OK

12

No

13

n/a

14

I agree with it.

15
It makes sense to only release healthy animals into the wild. Between the crowded conditions at
the Turtle Farm(let's keep calling it what it actually is), and the artificial diet the turtles are fed, I'm
surprised there is not more disease.
16

No

17

I agree with the plan

18

N/A

19

No comments

20

No. Protecting the wild population should be a priority

21

I feel the numbers of spectators should be kept to a minimum.

22

No additional comments

23

no

24

The more levels of bureaucracy added the less likely it is that anyone will comply.

25

I think that as many releases as possible is best

26

No

27
Cannot comment as I have not seen the terms for the ‘blanket permit’ - please make that
information public.
28

No

29

No

30
A minor inconvenience. It makes sense as disease transmission is a serious repercussion,
something we regulate for humans and dogs, so why not the turtles.
31

No.

32

No

33

This is fine

34

Great idea

35

No comment.

36

Agree

37

I agree with the proposal.

38
Excellent. Furthermore, I notice a tendency toward relocating natural nests, in cases where
there seems to be no need. This should be addressed by DOE.
39

Keep rule

40
The provision should be adhered to by who all releasing turtles. Keeping the turtles in the wild is
a responsibility that is paramount.
41
I wouldn't worry too much it; I'm pretty sure most baby turtles will be snacks for either birds or
fish before the get too far.

42

Agree

43

Nope

44

No comments - I agree.

45
I agree. The turtle farm may no though. However, they seem to be doing better lately with their
releases.
46

N/A

47

These should. It be events and done by professionals at night.

48

i think they should work hand in hand with the turtle center

49
The turtle centre disgusts me, even in the public areas. I shudder to think what the private areas
must be like. I wish it would close, but I understand how it prevents or reduces poaching so I suppose its
a necessary evil. I wish there were more public education regarding turtles and more encouragement for
people to no longer eat the meat.
50
The idea/thought that the turtles from our turtle farm being diseased is so very revolting. That
should be impossible for this to be the case. What are you thinking??? How is this allowed? Who would
ever think that this is okay?
51

No.

52

Agree

53

nope.

54
I generally agree but don't know if this has been a problem in the past. Seems like there hasn't
been a problem.
55
This is absolutely needed however, the terms and conditions that will be set out should be
known before passage of the new law
56

I agree

57

Maybe

58

Agreed with wholeheartedly

59

Agree

60

Fully agree

61

No, agreed.

62

Strongly agree

63
Again it seems sensible - I am confused about the role the Turtle Centre plays. They are proud of
the statistics of returning and nesting turtles, however, there appears to be concerns over the Cenre’s
standards. If this is right, the standards at the Centre need to be improved ASAP.
64

This sounds very reasonable.

65

This is necessary

66

very important provision

67

I agree

68

I fully support it.

69
Why is this even a question? Of course no releases.of nothing into the wild without doublechecks and permits. What kind of third-world free-for-all would it be if anyone, even the turtle farm,
could just release whatever they wanted?
70
No comment, other than if any studies show these releases have a negative impact on wild
populations
71

This provision is very important because I do not trust the CTC to "police" itself.

Question – Do you have any other comments about any other proposed provisions or restrictions in
the plan?
Respondents
1
For existing properties early adoption funding by government should be set up on a long term
basis while the draft plan waits approval.
2

I think it’s all a step in the right direction but in some cases needs to be stronger as noted

3

No

4

see emailed comments directly to DOE

5
That developers are given strict rules in regards to turtle nesting and preservation! If they
cannot agree with these rules and regulations then they cannot build!
6

not now.. will need more time to read and better understand it

7

No

8

no

9

NO

10
Yes, DOE should have a designated person to excavate hatched nests within 48 hours on each of
the three islands. Trapped hatchings often die on Little Cayman. Two weeks is too long to wait! Data is
not more important than hatchings.
11

No

12

There should be fines and prison time for offenders.

13
"I saw the proposed shortening of hunting seasons for white wing doves and teals, which I do
agree with. There really aren't that many teals around(but that's not a scientific viewpoint I guess).
There are a lot of white wing doves in my area, and I often find dead ones, in addition to my dogs being
able to catch them frequently. It makes me wonder if they are healthy?? Off-topic somewhat, it is
wonderful to see how many Bald Plates are around since they can no longer be hunted. They are
amazing birds, so thank you."
14

No

15

No

16
"I think the plan still provides too many provisions regarding the farming of wild turtles and the
consumption of turtle meat in general. I understand the tradition and culture concerns; however serious
education needs to be provided surrounding the potentially irreversible damage upholding tradition and
culture can lead to (especially in light of all the research that is at odds with any farming, whether wild

or within a government sanctioned farm). I know a number of expats who come to the island and
consume turtle meat, whether out of a desire to try something unusual or a complete lack of awareness
or caring over the industry that they are promoting. This is also a problem. Could any provisions be
proposed behind who is legally allowed to purchase, cook and consume turtle meat? "
17
I am glad Cayman is taking steps to ensure the safety of the sea turtle, one of our most beautiful
animals on the island. Turtles should not be hunted, nests should be protected, and turtles are best
observed in their natural environment.
18
"Policing and protecting the turtle population likely needs much more involvement from the
department of agriculture the department of the environment and from the public. There should be
reinforcements, incentives or rewards for turning people in who are conducting illegal activity. If
anyone gives a tip that helps catch and stop poachers (or anyone doing anything remotely harmful to
our animals, our people, our wildlife or environment for that matter) the tipster should receive a
monetary reward. I think this would help get the average community members more interested and
involved. "
19
"The idea of marked, tamperproof bags for 'legal' turtle meat will not be effective. Having once
bought a bag of turtle-farm meat one could keep the bag and place any 'unofficial' turtle meat in it to
keep; the fact that the seal is broken is meaningless as a person could buy 'legal' meat and not use it all
at once, so keeping an opened bag containing the residue in a freezer. A blanket restriction on the
excavation of turtle nests would preclude the rescue of eggs from a badly-located nest from being
rescued and relocated by conservation-minded members of the public. "
20
I know most nesting areas have signs but i think this is the utter most importance, I do not think
that our community wants to harm turtles. they are special to our island and heritage. protecting them
should be a top priority for our government.
21

No

22

No

23

No

24

No

25

No.

26

No

27

Make it illegal to catch any wild turtles from Cayman waters

28

No

29
I do not believe turtles should be taken nor turtle meat be sold until the turtle population has
increased to the level that it will not decimate the number of wild turtles.

30

No.

31

Keep up the good work!

32
I suggest a most definitive provision when setting out rules for cleaning of beaches in areas of
high rental properties. This generally occurs weekly & methods for doing so should be set by the DOE all done accordingly in the same manner.
33

N/A

34

No additional comments

35

No

36

None

37
"I am concerned about heavy machinery removing sargassum. More publicity is definitely need
for all of the points made. Well done."
38

no

39
Restaurants close to or on the beach should have eco-friendly plates/bags/cups/straws. All
restaurants in Cayman should really, but I do believe Beach based restaurants should have eco-friendly
everything.
40
All nests should be protected so that people and animals can not harm them. Turtle releases
should be done more professionally and not made a spectacle. Turtle centre should be shut down, it
does not serve as a proper place for education about the fact that sea turtles are endangered and
should not be eaten (or encouraged to be eaten). No where in the world are you able to manipulate
these creatures as they are at the turtle farm. The turtle farm is a symbol of what is wrong with our
planet and why it is at a critical tipping point.
41

work closely with the turtle center

42
The existing homes along the nesting areas should already have been advised years ago that
their lighting must meet turtle friendly requirements. I do not understand this tiptoeing around the
issue.
43

No.

44

No

45

The sooner it is implemented the better.

46

No

47

The plan needs to be put in place immediately and strongly enforced

48

No

49

No

50
That anyone caught in breach of these laws, with intent to harm a turtle in the wild should be
prosecuted with maximum penalty fines.
51

No

52

The Plan seems useful. It's clear a lot of work has gone into it.

53

All sounds good

54

no

55

No, I completely agree with the plan

56

N/A

57
If anyone suggests shutting down the regulated traditional fishery, or the farming of turtle meat,
ignore them as they are just trying to stir trouble. If we're not saving them to eat them then why save
them? clearly tourism doesn't need more turtles around.
58

I would like to see better policing and prosecutions for poaching

59

pass it

Question – Are there any other conservation issues you believe the plan should address?
Respondents
1
The plan should add restrictions to boat speeds and the level of boat activity in critical mating
areas.
2
I think this covers all turtle-related aspects. There are many other issues on the island though!
Reef protection, over-development, recycling, the list goes on
3
Development should not occur on nesting sites, even if they are not deemed critically important.
Their places to nest are already limited and taking any more away endangers the species even more.
4
"Increased emphasis needs to be included on the threat specifically from plastics and the impact
on the adults and hatchlings from ingestion/entanglement/blocking access to beach nesting sites –
increased research needs to be performed on the nesting beaches to quantify the size of the threat.
Beach front properties which provide catering facilities should not be allowed to use single-use plastics
for food and beverages and have to use reusables (reusable, durable plastic cups would be acceptable)
to minimize the amount of plastic going directly into the marine environment as well as polluting turtle
nesting sites. Similar to the change to turtle-friendly lighting, the same properties should have to
comply. Beach front properties are littering their properties into the waterline with permanent deck
chairs and heavy duty bed frames, blocking access for turtle nests as well as disturbing the sediment
transfer along 7 MB risking increased erosion and loss of nesting habitat. Chairs should have to be put
away and removed from the beach for the duration of nightfall as this is the turtle nesting and hatchling
peak timeframe. During the day only beach chairs should be put out for people actually using them and
not left out by the 100’s when no-one is using them to mitigate impacts on beach sediment transfer.
5

Saving the mangroves

6
letter of bottles that kill our baby soldier crabs.. fines should be enforced for littering.. iif caught
on camera or in person.. they should be fined or made to perform cleanup of a substancial amount of
trash
7
I believe critical nesting areas should minimize their beach furniture at night. There is little
habitat left as it is and this is easy to do.
8
Beach furniture. Property owners in the critical habitat zone should be required to remove all
beach furniture from the beach during nesting season
9

NO

10
Yes, poaching must be stopped! Caymanians should not get a slap on the wrist, they should feel
the full force of the law: Boats and Equipment confiscated and sold at auction, the proceeds going
toward more enforcement personnel.
11

Enforcement, fines and prosecution.

12
Trees, recent picture of Ching chings on power lines after trees removed. Protection of stingrays
and marine environment. Water quality
13
Deforestation/clearing of beach front property should also be addressed. Trees act as a natural
light barrier and when removed from beach areas it is not only detrimental to other animals that lived
there but clearing trees also allows increased glare from the street onto the beach, which compounds
the threat faced by the hatchlings.
14
ALL of the streetlights (including security light at driveways) should be removed from Little
Cayman. There is absolutely no need for streetlights on any part of Little Cayman.
15

to include the addition of any beaches turtles are nesting at on the list at any time in any season

16
"There are almost no crabs left. This includes hermit crabs. Please help them before it is too
late. Do you have any influence in DoA enforcing the Animals Law with respect to companion animals?
Mandatory microchip registration of all owned cats and dogs, with cheaper fees for altered(fixed) pets,
along with enforcement of breeding regulations could significantly reduce the numbers of dogs and cats
in the country that are detrimental to wildlife. Again, Government enforcement needed....."
17
I think that this a fantastic plan. The only additional issue I feel the plan should address is within
the "Guidelines for turtle interactions" section. There is no mention of what distance to keep when a
nest is hatching. I feel it is important to ensure hatchlings are given appropriate space to make their way
into the ocean naturally.
18

N/A

19

If conservation is the aim, turtles should not be hunted.

20
The indigenous boa snake (the lazy snake or brown snake) should be included in conservation.
There is now a permanent population of Bald pate or ball pate doves and should included in
conservation too.
21

The removal of turtle grass should NOT be allowed.

22
Again - finding ways to help the community learn and care - starting with kids as soon as they
are in grade school - should be a top priority. The older generation may not care about protecting the
turtles and may be accustomed to hunting or poaching and eating them. But the next generation can be
taught to care to protect them and to prevent them from becoming harmed or extinct.
23
I would hope that DOE would address man-made (and now illegal) concrete spits that restrict
the natural flow of sand up and down the beaches. We have critical turtle nesting in front of our
property, but over the years, the flow of sand has been seriously impeded because of a sea wall on the
other side of the public beach. Sand on our property is different from season to season, but over the
years we have noticed a severe reduction. This year, there was mostly bare rock. The tide mark had a

meter-high erosion cliff that I'm not sure any turtle could get over in order to nest in the beach sand
above.
24
"The Plan is rather limited in scope and can be summarised in one sentence: Protecting nests
and eliminating white artificial lighting from beach areas. Without effective enforcement and public
support even this limited plan will fail."
25

I wonder if the DOE has any comments regarding the port plan in terms of turtle conservation?

26

Not allowing balloons on the beach at all. Not tied to pavilions , benched, tables, tents etc.

27

Not at this time

28
Beach construction. There should be a ban on all beach/waterfront construction. Those hotels
and condos that have 99 year leases should not have them renewed. It should also address mangrove
deforestation and replanting of naturally occurring species.
29
Educating and empowering the public/community to assist in monitoring nesting beaches in
their private capacity. Public signs (make them fun for tourists eg speak as a mummy turtle) are needed
to identify nesting beaches and the rules that need to be followed. “Don’t step on my brothers and
sisters they are sleeping”
30
That people be fined if leaving their trash at places such as Barkers. The beach and walkways are
covered with trash which must inhibit turtles making nests on the beach there, amongst many other
problems it causes.
31

Protection of natural habitat / feeding areas.

32

No

33

No

34

Continued community wide education on the treatment of the turtles, even at the turtle farm.

35
Some method of tracking illegal turtle captures before slaughter and soon after capture should
be devised.
36

Stop farming endangered animals. Stop eating your national animal.

37
See comment under number 21. in addition, the gathering of hatchlings for PUBLIC RELEASE
should be minimized. It trivializes the amazing natural phenomenon.
38
"As above, definitive rules for cleaning beaches - including removal of sargassum. Perhaps in the
areas of critical habitat the DOE might implement frequent & planned removal of the plastic, needles, debris that is all too commonly seen on the beaches near my home. I also feel it is important ( & it is
highly recommended) to allow growth of flora on the beaches as it not only helps to hold the sand,
which gives the turtles better nesting spots, but there is protection then available as well."

39
Habitat protection: it would be good for turtles and good for residents if some money could be
set aside by government to buy up beachfront properties to ensure continued access (to both turtles
and residents).
40

No

41

Maybe a ten year ban

42

No

43
Jetskiers recently harassed mating turtles. The people renting them should be fined if they do
not warn their clients about staying away from turtles. DOE should visit each company.
44
The survey should be anonymous or a choice of anonymity. Some people don't want to take this
having to input their name and email address.
45
More protection of turtles versus Caymanian tradition. Just because eating turtle is a cultural
pastime does not make it ok to continue. There are many cultural past times that we have given up for
the sake of humanity and the planet.
46
as the person who helped on Turtle Beach I think it would be beneficial to explore how using
technology and AI can help protect turtles
47
Education education education. This should be part of the regular curriculum in the Cayman
Islands schools. Get them when they are able to be educated. Adults are too firm in their outdated
beliefs.
48

No.

49

More enforcement ability

50

A provision and guidelines for wildlife interaction zones i.e. spotts beach

51

Not at this time

52

none

53
EIAs

I would like to see Govt respect DoE more especially on DoP comments for new applications and

54

No

55

Developments at Barker’s and East End where habitats are under threat

56

No.

57

INCREASE THE MARINE PARKS ON ALL THREE ISLANDS.

58

no

59

No

60

N/A

61
Ability for Caymanians and tourists to buy turtle meat and jewelry and take it home/home
abroad with them. If the turtle farm can't manage that then someone else needs to take over.
62
The plan is unclear as to how the packaging will assist in enforcement duties, however it is likely
that this falls within existing powers? It might be worthwhile spelling out in the turtle conservation plan
the actions that can be taken by enforcement officers regarding illegal meat sale / consumption and
illegal fishing.
63
Easier methods to report. I strongly believe we need an accessible platform for people to report
poaching, vehicles on beaches, bonfires, and have the option to upload pictures so that these can be
used as evidence to prosecute
64

none

Question – Please let us know in your own words any additional thoughts, opinions or suggestions you
may have about this plan.
Respondents
1
Stakeholders such as beach front vacation rentals and water sports operations should have
required training to inform them of best practices.
2

Nothing more to add

3

/

4

Please see emailed comments to DOE.

5

culverts should be installed so crabs and other wild life have a safer way to cross the roads

6

I am pleased to see this plan and sincerely hope that it goes forward.

7

Seee #23 above.

8

NO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

9

Implement it! Its been two years!

10

N/A

11
Please, please, please don’t make the same mistakes that so many other countries around the
world have made by allowing develop to be more important than conservation.
12
ALL of the streetlights (including security light at driveways) should be removed from Little
Cayman. There is absolutely no need for streetlights on any part of Little Cayman.
13
include changes to lighting that affect hatchlings gone out to sea that can come back to shore
because of the lighting
14

I hope you are successful in getting it passed.

15

An excellent plan for the continued protection of sea turtles within the Cayman Islands.

16
I think the time horizon for turtle friendly lighting is too lenient, and strongly disagree with any
individual being legally permitted to farm wild sea turtles under any circumstances.
17

I am glad to know that Cayman Islands is taking steps to ensure turtle safety and conservation.

18
"There should be stiffer fines and penalties for poaching. Also there is an large number of feral
chickens that should be addressed."
19

This is so long overdue. I am so excited that this Plan has finally come in to place.

20
As mentioned in #17 above, I strongly suggest that CPA not be allowed to issue any variances for
construction from the published and legal 75 foot setback from the sea requirement. This 75 foot
setback requirement should be rigidly enforced especially in active turtle nesting beaches.
21
All civil engineering projects (public beaches, street lights, car park lighting should be 'turtle
friendly'.
22
"There should be (and if there is I’m sorry I’m presently unaware of it) a way for concerned
citizens to call in to report crime. (Anonymously if they should so choose) In Canada there is a hotline
program called Crime Stoppers where anyone can call in when they witness or even overhear plans of a
crime (any type of crime - harm to humans, wildlife, property or the environment) If its a legitimate tip
that helps law enforcement to catch the perpetrators in the act (or better yet to prevent it from
happening in the first place) the tipster is entitled to a monetary reward. I believe the reward can be as
high as $2,000.00. https://www.canadiancrimestoppers.org/aboutus"
23
We were excited to learn a few years ago that our beach was a favored turtle nesting are. We
are usually only there in winter (January through April) but if we're there during nesting season, we'll do
what we can to protect the nests.
24

Stern penalties for not complying. Stern penalties for illegal poaching.

25
thanks for protecting the turtles. they are absolutely vital to our island. unbelievably special
creatures, which we cannot lose.
26

No

27

More conservation the better.

28

N/a

29
Aug 19 2019 08:28 AM Signage in Cayman is awful and there is no consistency. Making an
effort to produce charismatic branded signage that reflects our culture and responsibility makes one
proud of what the regulations of the regulations.
30

None.

31

None

32

None

33

You are doing a great job. Thank you for allowing I out from residents

34

This is a great and much-needed initiative.

35
There are some nice sand beaches that turtles could use if some of the vines and weeds were
removed. Is there any herbicide that could be used?

36

Fantastic and well overdue.

37
The involvement of so many volunteers is, generally, a good thing. Appreciation of our sea world
is spread more widely.
38
I applaud the DOE & the Conservation Council for the proposal of this plan. With the finishing
health of species - & indeed, the diminishing of species in general, we need to do all we can to maintain
healthy sea life. This is a step in the right direction.
39

I fully support conservation efforts for marine life of all sorts.

40

No

41

None

42
The plan is a good one. It needs more publicity and buy in from the general public and
government. People need to change their ideas about traditions and realise that turtles are endangered
and are a huge tourist attraction to the islands so they need to be protected, not eaten or hurt in any
way, through fishing nets, disturbance or poaching.
43
Thanks for taking the time to care about conservation. This will have knock on effects on all our
marine environment and is only to be applauded
44

I think I ah e voiced them above.

45
It is important that traditional turtle fishermen be engaged by trusted members in their
community so that they participate willingly in this important conservation work.
46

There is nothing unreasonable about the plan. It should be implemented as soon as possible.

47

None

48

No more at this time

49

None

50
Extremely peripheral to this Plan, however it isn't working to legislate the number of gallons of
whelks a person can take. We need to have a size restriction. People just take their gallon, empy it and
then take it again and again.
51

no

52

It is important to let people know how we are damaging the turtles and the environment.

53

Please ensure DOE has power to enforce provisions under the plan.

54
Easier methods to report. I strongly believe we need an accessible platform for people to report
poaching, vehicles on beaches, bonfires, and have the option to upload pictures so that these can be
used as evidence to prosecute
55
What will happen to property owners who ignore requirements to notify the DoE about heavy
equipment on turtle nesting beaches?

Statement by NCC Chairman on Turtle Conservation Plans
19 June, 2019
Members, thank you for your indulgence in allowing me to make what I hope will not be
considered a lengthy statement to set the record straight regarding the issue of sea turtle species
Conservation Plans.
Some members of Council will know that nearly three years ago, my predecessor, Christine
Rose-Smyth, began working with the Department of Environment (DoE) to formulate a species
Conservation Plan for all three sea turtle species that nest in our islands. During that early
planning process, the Council was contacted by Cayman Turtle Centre Managing Director Tim
Adam, who requested a copy of the Council’s plan which was still being drafted. Former
Chairman Rose-Smyth informed Mr. Adam that, although the Turtle Centre is a major
stakeholder, the plan was not yet ready for the public consultation phase.
In May 2018, as Council members and DoE staff members continued discussing the proposed
provisions of the plan, we were notified that a Green Sea Turtle species conservation plan
drafted by the Turtle Centre had been presented to Caucus with a proposal that Cabinet direct the
Council to approve that plan. Following receipt of the Turtle Centre’s plan, the DoE wrote to the
Ministry of Environment on 31 May, 2018 citing a number of issues with the plan and what had
transpired. Shortly thereafter, the Council also wrote to the Ministry to express its concerns. On
3 Sept. 2018, we were informed that in late August 2018 Cabinet had approved the Turtle
Centre’s plan and that directions to the Council would be issued at some future date.
I must be clear: This plan created by the Turtle Centre was never shown to the National
Conservation Council or the DoE prior to its presentation to Caucus/Cabinet. Council will recall
that Sections 6(2)(j) and 17(1) of the Law require the Council and DoE to formulate and adopt
Species Conservation Plans. In carrying out these functions the Council and DoE shall act in
accordance with any directions given by the Cabinet (Section 17(2)(a)). Further, the Law
provides that Cabinet acts as the final approver for Species Conservation Plans submitted by the
Council after review and possible inclusion of public feedback on proposed plans (Section
17(6)).
In a recent press release, issued Wednesday, 12 June 2019, concerning the Turtle Centre’s
proposal Mr. Adam stated: “The Species Conservation Plan presented to Caucus and later
presented to Cabinet, was endorsed by the Government. Cabinet issued a direction last August
to the National Conservation Council to proceed with the steps necessary to adopt and
subsequently bring this Plan into force.”
As Council awaited formal direction from Cabinet, expert legal advice was sought which has
indicated that Cabinet cannot issue such a direction in the way Mr. Adam stated that it has done.
Moreover, the legal advice also indicates that the Turtle Centre has no standing under the
National Conservation Law (NCL) to propose Conservation Plans – much less directly present
one to Cabinet.

The legal advice received by Council was confirmed by correspondence from the Acting
Solicitor General on the 25 February 2019 agreeing that a direction from Cabinet that the NCC
adopt a particular plan would not be consistent with the scope of their direction-making power
under section 49 of the NCL. The indications from the Solicitor General’s Chambers, as well as
the Council’s expert legal advice are therefore in agreement: That under the NCL, this Council
would be acting outside the law by treating the Turtle Centre’s document as a Species
Conservation Plan and moving it forward for adoption.
We shall, therefore, not be doing so today.
Having said that, we believe it is important that this Council acknowledges the valuable
contribution the Turtle Centre has made via its historical turtle releases, which DoE research
confirms contributed significantly to the recovery of the Green Sea Turtle population in the
Cayman Islands.
However, in the considered view of this Council, the Turtle Centre’s document is not a species
Conservation Plan but rather a marketing/tourism plan, made for the benefit of the Turtle Centre.
There is an obvious conflict of interest in a business developing a Conservation Plan to regulate
and endorse its own activities. These circumstances risk reputational damage to the Cayman
Islands at both a local and an international level.
In fairness to the Turtle Centre, Council members feel we must state, briefly, some of the reasons
why the Turtle Centre document does not constitute a true and effective species conservation
plan:
•
•
•
•
•

The Turtle Centre plan is extremely lengthy, overly complex and unclear (the full plan is
over 100 pages of text and 1,206 pages with references and appendices).
The plan fails to provide essential conservation measures for wild sea turtles and covers
only one species - Green Sea Turtles.
The Turtle Centre’s plan lacks enforceable provisions.
The Turtle Centre’s plan does not meet the requirements for conservation plans set down
in Section 17 (3) of the NCL.
Parts of the plan conflict with DoE, Council and best practice recommendations.

It would be little known to members of the public, but over the course of the past three years the
DoE and this Council have prepared a true conservation plan for all three sea turtle species
nesting in these islands. This plan is informed by more than 20 years of turtle nesting data and
other relevant research.
It is unfortunate, due to all the delays caused by this ill-conceived attempt to bypass lawful
process, that we have not already been able to present this proposal for public consultation.
If Council agrees, the plan prepared over the last three years by DoE staffers and Council
members will be put out for public consultation today. With Council’s approval, the proposal
will then go out for public consultation and we will take all public comments under advisement.
As part of the consultation process we will continue consulting with the Turtle Centre and look

forward to their input and support. Taking into account all comments received, we will submit
to Cabinet for approval a plan of which all citizens of the Cayman Islands can be proud.

Turtle Conservation Plan – Summary of Stakeholder Consultation
Plan Consultation Period: 3 July – 9 September 2019
Stakeholder: National Roads Authority, National Roads Authority Board and Caribbean Utilities
Company
Date & Time of Stakeholder Consultation: 14 August 2019. 10AM-11AM
Format of Stakeholder Consultation: Presentation followed by Q&A
Attendees: Edward Howard (Director, NRA), NRA Board members, David Watler (CUC), Stacie Sybersma
(CUC) and Joshua Ebanks (CUC).
Summary of Discussions:
1) Clarification was sought by the NRA Board Chairman regarding the source of funding for further
turtle friendly streetlights. The DoE advised that it does not have any departmental budgetary
allowance for turtle friendly lighting. The NRA Board stated that procurement of future turtle
friendly streetlights should be funded by the Environmental Protection Fund (EPF). DoE agreed
that funding could be sought from the EPF.
2) The NRA Board advised that they are supportive of the concept of turtle friendly street lighting
and that the DoE should identify the locations that require retrofitting and subject to this being
funded by a party other than the NRA, the NRA Board supports this proceeding as soon as
possible.
[Action: DoE to apply for funding from the EPF to contribute to procurement of the turtle
friendly street lighting].
3) It was agreed between all parties that in some locations the lighting may need to be 80W (rather
than 40W, which was trialed as part of the turtle friendly pilot project). CUC agreed to advise on
those locations which may require 80W lighting, once DoE has decided on additional locations
for turtle friendly lighting.

Turtle Conservation Plan – Summary of Stakeholder Consultation
Plan Consultation Period: 3 July – 9 September 2019
Stakeholder: Royal Cayman Islands Police Service
Date & Time of Stakeholder Consultation: 30 July 2019. 2PM-3PM
Format of Stakeholder Consultation: Presentation followed by Q&A
Attendees: A/PS Jonathan Kern 406.
Summary of Discussions:
1) RCIPS confirmed their ongoing support for the turtle friendly lighting initiative.
2) RCIPS confirmed that they would continue to work with the DoE in support of its efforts to
minimise wild turtle poaching activity.

Turtle Conservation Plan – Summary of Stakeholder Consultation
Plan Consultation Period: 3 July – 9 September 2019
Stakeholder: Central Planning Authority
Date & Time of Stakeholder Consultation: 14 August 2019. 1PM-2PM
Format of Stakeholder Consultation: Presentation followed by Q&A
Attendees: Haroon Pandohie (Head of Planning), Ron Sanderson (Assistant Director), Central Planning
Authority members.
Summary of Discussions:
1) CPA members discussed the possibility of expanding the process of DoE approval for heavy
equipment on beaches beyond turtle nesting beaches. The DoE explained that the objectives
outlined in the Plan have to be directly applicable to the conservation of turtles and therefore it
would be inappropriate for beach cleaning activities on non-nesting beaches to be regulated
through a Turtle Conservation Plan.
[Action: A follow up email was sent to the Head of Planning to reiterate this position and reconfirm the process for section 20 permission (National Conservation Law, 2013) for sargassum
removal on turtle nesting beaches].
2) Clarification was sought from CPA members as to why the requirement for turtle friendly
lighting wasn’t extended to all nesting beaches, not just critical habitat. DoE explained that by
tackling critical habitat areas as an urgent priority, approximately 90% of nesting across the
islands would be addressed. It was also noted by DoE that the resource implications of requiring
turtle friendly lighting on all nesting beaches may be greater than the DoE has capacity to
administer at this time.
3) The CPA sought clarification on the review timescales for critical habitat and noted that it could
be possible for the location of critical habitat to shift. The DoE confirmed that the draft Plan
includes a 5 year review timeframe for critical habitat designations.
4) Clarification was sought by CPA members as to whether turtle nesting habitat information could
be given to Cayman Land Info and Lands & Survey for real estate agents and developers to
access. The DoE said that upon adoption of the plan, they would be keen to ensure that the
maps delineating turtle nesting beaches and critical habitat areas were widely distributed
including the sources mentioned by CPA members.
[Action: DoE to distribute electronic versions of the turtle nesting habitat and critical habitat
upon adoption of the Conservation Plan].
5) The Department of Planning sought clarification as to whether the turtle nesting habitat layer
could be shared with the Planning Department? The DoE noted that detailed maps are included
with the draft Conservation Plan, but that the DoE would also be willing to share this
information electronically.

[Action: DoE to provide electronic versions of the turtle nesting habitat and critical habitat upon
adoption of the Conservation Plan].

Turtle Conservation Plan – Summary of Stakeholder Consultation
Plan Consultation Period: 3 July – 9 September 2019
Stakeholder: Sister Islands Development Control Board & District Admin
Date & Time of Stakeholder Consultation: 13 August 2019. 3PM-4PM
Format of Stakeholder Consultation: Presentation followed by Q&A
Attendees: Ernie Scott (District Commissioner), Andrea Stevens (Planning Officer, Sister Islands), Sister
Islands Development Control Board members.
Summary of Discussions:
1) The District Commissioner expressed concern that the proposed modification to the packaging
of turtle farm meat might result in increases in costs to consumers. DoE explained that we are
working closely with Cayman Turtle Centre and have sourced a cost-effective product.
2) The District Commissioner advised that if funding was available for turtle friendly street lighting
and lighting in public locations, he would be happy to work with the Department of Environment
to help to achieve turtle friendly lighting. He expressed concern that lighting at Public Beach and
Kidco dock is often vandalized.
[Action: DoE to continue discussions regarding locations of lighting and procure products while
funding is available. N.B. EPF funding is only committed to this project until end of 2019. DoE is
awaiting confirmation from Finance Committee as to whether additional funds that have been
requested for 2020 and 2021 will be forthcoming].

Turtle Conservation Plan – Summary of Stakeholder Consultation
Plan Consultation Period: 3 July – 9 September 2019
Stakeholder: Department of Planning
Date & Time of Stakeholder Consultation: 6 August 2019. 1.30PM-2.30PM
Format of Stakeholder Consultation: Presentation followed by Q&A
Attendees: Haroon Pandohie (Head of Planning), Ron Sanderson (Assistant Director), Colleen Stoetzel
(Planning Officer), Richard Mileham (Forward Planning), McLeary Frederick (Building Control) and
Department of Planning permitting staff.
Summary of Discussions:
1) The Department of Planning would like to include a link to the Turtle Friendly Lighting Technical
Advice Note on its website.
[Action: The DoE emailed the Department of Planning and provided a link to be included on its
website]
2) The Head of Planning enquired as to whether all sargassum clearing could be administered
through a section 20 permit i.e. on nesting and non-nesting beaches. The DoE explained that the
objectives outlined in the Plan have to be directly applicable to the conservation of turtles and
therefore it would be inappropriate for beach cleaning activities on non-nesting beaches to be
regulated through a Turtle Conservation Plan.
[Action: A follow up email was sent to the Head of Planning to reiterate this position and reconfirm the process for section 20 permission (National Conservation Law, 2013) for sargassum
removal on turtle nesting beaches].
3) The Head of Planning indicated a preference for stipulating that turtle friendly products should
be UL listed, or products that are suitable for coastal environments. DoE staff clarified that
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission products were recommended for properties
and that these came with the necessary quality assurances. The Conservation Plan and process
for consultation with the DoE on new developments with turtle friendly lighting envisages that
the DoE will review and approve lighting plans and products to be used; therefore, appropriate
quality assurances for the products will be sought. It was acknowledged that controls on
properties that unilaterally undertake retrofits of their lighting and install turtle friendly lighting
without consultation with the DoE would be more challenging. The DoE advised that it would
actively try to work with existing property owners to guide them on appropriate products
selection and local retailers to stimulate a local supply and demand chain for certified products.
4) The Department of Planning requested that the presentation also be given to the Central
Planning Authority.
[Action: the presentation was made to the Central Planning Authority on 14 August 2019].

Turtle Conservation Plan – Summary of Stakeholder Consultation
Plan Consultation Period: 3 July – 9 September 2019
Stakeholder: Cayman Turtle Centre
Date & Time of Stakeholder Consultation: 18 July, 2019
Format of Stakeholder Consultation: Discussion
Attendees: Deputy Premier and Minister of Tourism Moses Kirkconnell, Minister of Environment
Dwayne Seymour, MLA David Wight, Jennifer Ahearn (Chief Officer, HECH), Gina Ebanks-Petrie (Director,
DoE), Timothy Austin (Deputy Director Research and Assessment, DoE), Dr. Janice Blumenthal (Research
Officer, DoE), John Bothwell (Manager of the Legislation Implementation and Coordination Unit, DoE),
Timothy Adam (Chief Executive Officer, Cayman Turtle Centre), Dr. Walter Mustin (Chief Research and
Conservation Officer, CTC), Rene Howell (Chief Marketing and Merchandising Officer, CTC), Dr. Branson
Richie (University of Georgia), Troy Jacob (Senior Policy Officer, HECH), Andrea Bodden (HECH)
Summary of principle discussion:
1) CTC expressed disappointment that they had not been involved in the drafting of the NCC plan
prior to its release for public consultation. The DoE disputed this claim.
2) CTC is working on incorporating provisions of the NCC plan into its own plan. However Minister
Kirkconnell said that the way forward was for CTC to submit representations during the public
consultation on the NCC draft turtle conservation plan.
3) DoE said they are not anti-turtle farm and recapped previous discussions regarding health
screenings for released turtles. From regulatory and reputational perspective, the DoE feels that
there is a need to show minimal chance of disease release into internationally-shared wild
populations.
4) CTC Consultant Dr. Branson Richie (University of Georgia) was introduced and expressed the
perspective that turtles released by CTC are native animals, on their native island, released into
their native waters – no different from DoE taking sick turtles in for rehabilitation and releasing
them back to the wild. The DoE expressed its disagreement with this view and read from
documentation received from sea turtle experts from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) which supported the
DoE’s position.
5) Dr. Richie stated that the DoE requested that he address pathogens of concern within the farm
and he produced a technical report which refuted claims that pathogens identified within the
CTC were of concern for wild turtle populations.
6) DoE stated it did not seek to identify specific pathogens as ‘pathogens of concern’. Rather, the
DoE stated it wished CTC to identify these pathogens based on data held by the farm (herd
health data, necropsies, and testing) to identify and mitigate potential risks to wild turtle
populations. Dr. Richie produced a report on pathogens, however it comprised of a general
literature review that did not contain information from necropsies or information on what

testing Dr. Ritchie did or how animals were selected for testing. Furthermore, Dr. Ritchie said
the report was confidential and did not allow it to be released to independent reviewers, to the
public, or as part of an FOI request. DoE said that decision-making regarding releases cannot be
based on a ‘secret report’.
7) Dr. Richie said the report was proprietary; a table of pathogens was produced as a compromise
to get something that could be reviewed. DoE said that necropsy reports and other information
would also need to be provided for independent review. DoE and CTC disagreed as to whether
Dr. Richie could realistically be considered independent of the CTC.
8) Minister Kirkconnell expressed support for proceeding with an independent review with those
reviewers to be identified by DoE. The next step is for DoE to identify independent reviewers
and determine what the DoE required for this review, then invite the reviewers to talk with CTC
and its veterinarian. This will allow for two-year release permits to be granted by the NCC.
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Good day Janice,
Thank you for bringing this to the attention of the DEH. I am certainly in agreement with the
DoE’s turtle protection and conservation efforts, and will continue our collaboration when
issuing bonfire approvals.
Kind regards,

Sue Dixon

Administrative Secretary
Department of Environmental Health | Cayman Islands Environmental Centre
580 North Sound Road | P.O. Box 1820 | Grand Cayman KY1-1109 |Cayman Islands  
Main Office: (345) 949-6696 | Direct: (345) 743-5946 |
Email: sue.dixon@gov.ky | Website: deh.gov.ky
"Rest in the Lord, and wait patiently for Him" (Psalm 37:7)
“Three things that cannot long be hidden: the sun, the moon, and the truth.”
“People don’t care what you know until they know that you care,” P. John Maxwell
DISCLAIMER: The information in this e -mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not
read, use or disseminate the information. Although this e -mail and any attachments are believed to be free of any virus or other defect that
might affect any computer system into which it is received and opened, it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free
and no responsibility is accepted by the Department of Environmental Health for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use.

From: Simms, Richard (DVES)
Sent: Friday, 9 August 2019 8:49 AM
To: Blumenthal, Janice; Dixon, Sue; Vaughan, Bentley
Cc: Bothwell, John; Williams, Wendy; Ebanks-Petrie, Gina
Subject: RE: Turtle Conservation Plan - Beach Bonfires

Good Morning Janice,
I have no objection to the wording. The DEH will do all we can to support your recommendation
and the protection of turtles.
Regards,

Richard Simms
Director
Department of Environmental Health | Cayman Islands Environmental Centre
580 North Sound Road | P.O. Box 1820 | Grand Cayman KY1-1109 | Cayman Islands
Main Office: (345) 949-6696 | Direct: (345) 743-5950 | Mobile: (345) 926-2894

Email: richard.simms@gov.ky | Website: deh.gov.ky
DISCLAIMER: The information in this e-mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient, you must not read, use or disseminate the information. Although this e-mail and any attachments are
believed to be free of any virus or other defect that might affect any computer system into which it is received and
opened, it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free and no responsibility is accepted by the
Department of Environmental Health for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use.

From: Blumenthal, Janice
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2019 7:13 PM
To: Dixon, Sue; Vaughan, Bentley; Simms, Richard (DVES)
Cc: Bothwell, John; Williams, Wendy; Ebanks-Petrie, Gina
Subject: Turtle Conservation Plan - Beach Bonfires

Dear Mr. Simms, Mr. Vaughan, and Ms. Dixon,
As you know, there has been a long-standing cooperation between DoE and DEH for the
protection of turtle nests from bonfires, wherein DEH consults with DoE in the process of issuing
approvals of beach bonfires during turtle nesting season. This has been a very successful
collaboration and we are extremely grateful for your support.
The DoE, on behalf of the National Conservation Council, has now prepared a draft Turtle
Conservation Plan. In terms of the protection of turtle nests from bonfires, the Plan proposes to
continue the existing arrangement of consultation between DEH and DoE. The wording in the
Plan is as follows:
“Bonfires on the beach can elevate the temperature of turtle nests, preventing them from
hatching, and hatchling turtles can be attracted by the light of the fires and drawn into the
flames. In issuing permits for Beach Bonfires, Department of Environmental Health (DEH)
shall consult with the DoE regarding impacts on turtle nesting” (p. 11, http://doe.ky/natlconservation-council/proposed-species-conservation-plans/).
This provision would apply to the three islands.
We would be grateful to receive any feedback from DEH on this proposed provision of the Plan
prior to the closing of the consultation period on 9 September 2019. At the end of the
consultation period, a consultation report will be produced, the Plan will be modified by
NCC/DoE as needed, and the Plan and consultation report will be submitted to Cabinet.
Should you wish to meet in person to discuss this further please do not hesitate to let us know.
Thank you for your time and we look forward to hearing from you.
  
Kind regards,
Janice
Janice Blumenthal, PhD
Research Officer, Department of Environment

PO Box 10202, Grand Cayman KY1-1002
Cayman Islands Environmental Centre, 580 North Sound Road
Tel (345) 949-8469 | Direct (345) 743-5970 | Cell (345) 916-6760 | Fax (345) 949-4020 |
www.doe.ky

Turtle fisherman
28 August 2019
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

came to find out how he could provide feedback on the turtle conservation
plan; I took notes of our discussion and provided him with a copy of the plan, noting the end of
the public consultation on September 8th. I summarised methods of providing feedback and he
said that if he had any additional feedback beyond what we discussed he would write it down
and drop it at the office.
He has had a turtle license since they were first issued; for a few years he didn’t have a license,
but reapplied and has had a current license for about the past 8 years.
He no longer catches turtles it is him alone and his method of using a drop net requires 2
people.
He would like to keep his license because he might find someone to go with him in the future.
I asked about the size limit change in 2008 and he said he doesn’t know which way is best; but
he prefers to leave the big ones to breed and take smaller turtles, less than 50 pounds, but more
than 40 (less than 40 lbs. not likely to fool with them).
He fished near Rum Point; no issue with area restrictions.
Why should he have a turtle license: for one, food that God provided for us to eat. I am not a
person that believes in destroying things – if I go turtling and catch 1 turtle for the season I am
happy with that. God has given me knowledge to catch turtles. He put us here on earth to take
care of ourselves and take food for ourselves – if I can do that without destroying things I should
be allowed to.

Appendix E - The Cayman Turtle Centre’s commentary
As part of the public consultation, the Cayman Turtle Centre (CTC) provided a lengthy response
consisting of a number of documents that mainly concerned the CTC’s various proposals for its own sea
turtle conservation plans.
These proposals were firmly discountenanced during the 19 June 2019 meeting of the National
Conservation Council (NCC). We have included as Appendix C of this report a statement read at that
meeting by NCC Chairman Mr. McFarlane Conolly, which we quote from below:
“In the considered view of this Council, the Turtle Centre’s document is not a species Conservation Plan
but rather a marketing/tourism plan, made for the benefit of the Turtle Centre. There is an obvious
conflict of interest in a business developing a Conservation Plan to regulate and endorse its own
activities. These circumstances risk reputational damage to the Cayman Islands at both a local and an
international level.”
Moreover, the Chairman noted that the NCC could not legally consider the CTC’s plan, given that legal
advice received by the NCC and the DoE indicating the CTC proposal was presented to Cabinet ultra vires
the National Conservation Law.
Quoting again from the Chairman’s statement: “In a recent press release, issued Wednesday, 12 June
2019, concerning the Turtle Centre’s proposal Mr. Adam stated: “The Species Conservation Plan
presented to Caucus and later presented to Cabinet, was endorsed by the Government. Cabinet issued a
direction last August to the National Conservation Council to proceed with the steps necessary to adopt
and subsequently bring this Plan into force.”
“As Council awaited formal direction from Cabinet, expert legal advice was sought which has indicated
that Cabinet cannot issue such a direction in the way Mr. Adam stated that it has done. Moreover, the
legal advice also indicates that the Turtle Centre has no standing under the National Conservation Law
(NCL) to propose Conservation Plans – much less directly present one to Cabinet.
“The legal advice received by Council was confirmed by correspondence from the Acting Solicitor General
on the 25 February 2019 agreeing that a direction from Cabinet that the NCC adopt a particular plan
would not be consistent with the scope of their direction-making power under section 49 of the NCL. The
indications from the Solicitor General’s Chambers, as well as the Council’s expert legal advice are
therefore in agreement: That under the NCL, this Council would be acting outside the law by treating the
Turtle Centre’s document as a Species Conservation Plan and moving it forward for adoption.”
For the avoidance of doubt, the “Mr. Adam” referred to above is CTC Managing Director Tim Adam.
Given that the CTC cannot legally propose species conservation plans, and that the CTC acted ultra vires
of the National Conservation Law in presenting its own plan to Cabinet, the NCC cannot properly advise
Cabinet to consider, much less approve, any species conservation plans put forth by the CTC as part of
this process.

Introduction of eggs, hatchlings, or turtles into the wild
CTC objected to the second provision of section 6c entitled: ‘Domestic sale of turtle products and
introduction or reintroduction of turtles into the wild’. The subsection reads:
2) All eggs, or hatchlings, or turtles introduced on Cayman’s beaches or released into Cayman waters,
regardless of source, must comply with terms and conditions set out in a permit issued by the Council to
ensure that best practice is followed. Species protection provisions within other laws and regulations
may apply.”
In discussions with CTC, it has been proposed that an aspect of the permitting process would be an
independent review of releases, to assess and mitigate any risk of disease introduction into wild
populations. The DoE/NCC believe that this is required to safeguard local wild turtle populations and to
ensure that from a regulatory and reputational standpoint there is minimal chance of disease release
into highly-migratory, internationally-shared sea turtle populations.
To date, the CTC has refused to participate in any independent review of their release procedures and in
their submission, suggested that this part of the NCC proposal was a slight against local veterinarians.
Rather, the NCC and DoE’s position is that anyone advising the NCC, DoE, or Government on best
practice recommendations for the release of farmed sea turtles into the wild should be fully
independent sea turtle disease experts. Veterinarians drawing salary from the CTC, or those brought in
as consultants to the CTC, cannot be viewed as being independent.
Further to this point, the CTC also states in its commentary in Appendix B of its submissions: “CI DoE has
made yet another attempt at yet another scheme….to impose itself as the authority for approval of the
health state of native species to be released here. This time the scheme was to seize this authority by
inserting wording in a species conservation plan for sea turtles and to have the Cabinet accept it whereby
it would become Law…”
The “scheme” described in the CTC’s statement above, including regulating the release of captive-raised
eggs, hatchlings, or turtles into the wild, actually sets out – using different words – a proper NCC and
DoE responsibility for the protection of wild populations and the lawful process concerning the creation
of species conservation plans under the National Conservation Law.
Specification of wild or farmed turtles within the Plan
The CTC objected to a section of the draft Plan setting out exceptions to the plan for research, that it
believed could give the DoE power to perform research on captive sea turtles maintained at the CTC or
cause the CTC to require permission to conduct research on its own captive herd.
The section referred to is as follows:
“(i). Exceptions for research The DoE is authorised to carry out research on sea turtles, including
capturing, handling, and collecting non-lethal scientific samples. The DoE may authorise additional
researchers and persons volunteering for or otherwise acting under the auspices of the DoE with a letter
of appointment from the Director. In authorising research and monitoring projects and protocols, the
Director may apply conditions under which researchers and volunteers shall operate, aimed at
minimising any potential impacts on sea turtle species.”

(The CTC stated “In the case of wild sea turtles, the need for Permitting is understandable so as to avoid
wild sea turtles being “taken” and subject to research by entities and individuals which, in the absence of
proper oversight by an authority competent in sea turtle biological and other related factors, could be
more detrimental than beneficial to wild sea turtle populations. No such Permitting process would be
appropriate or necessary however for CTCEC to do monitoring and/or research on its own turtles.
Furthermore, no species conservation plan should be used as scheme whereby it could be argued that the
CIDOE would be unfettered in appropriating for its own monitoring and research the property of another
legal entity”).
The plan does not seek to prevent CTC from performing research on its own farmed sea turtles, nor does
it force the CTC to allow DoE or NCC representatives into its facility for purposes of scientific research.
The Plan has been modified to specify that research on wild turtles shall be authorised by DoE, and to
note where appropriate that provisions in the plan do not apply within Cayman Turtle Centre.
For activities outside the farm, authorised interactions (e.g. turtle releases) by CTC staff will be covered
under the permitting process for the introduction of eggs, hatchlings, or turtles into the wild.
Consultation
Within their submission, the CTC also raised an objection relating to the public consultation process for
the NCC draft turtle conservation plan, namely that CTC was not consulted prior to the beginning of the
consultation period.
CTC’s claim that the process used in the development of this species conservation plan is flawed is
absolutely incorrect. DoE and CTC have consulted, met and collaborated extensively in the period
before, during and after the drafting of this plan. These meetings focused on those aspects of the plan
that relate to the activities of the CTC. The DoE and NCC were not required to do this, however we
attempted to work with the CTC in the spirit of cooperation throughout the early formative process.
Unfortunately, the CTC attempted to preempt further consultation by taking their tourism/marketing
plan directly to Cabinet in contravention of the National Conservation Law. This prevented the NCC from
proceeding with public consultation process on its own lawful conservation plan for more than a year.
Eventually, the Deputy Premier, the Minister for Environment, CTC and the DoE attended a meeting that
resulted in:
1. DoE being tasked with identifying independent experts to carry out a review of the CTC’s turtle
release and egg translocation programmes;
2. CTC being instructed to provide feedback on the NCC’s species conservation plan
In summary, like other stakeholders including the Central Planning Authority, Department of Planning,
Development Control Board, District Administration, Department of Environmental Health, licensed
turtle fishermen, beachfront property owners, and others, CTC was consulted during the specified public
consultation period for the draft plan. All stakeholders were offered the opportunity to meet with
DoE/NCC and/or provide their written feedback. Like other stakeholders, the CTC met with DoE and
subsequently provided their feedback during the consultation period, as is set out as the correct process
under the National Conservation Law.

All materials provided by CTC are included in Appendix B to the Consultation Report and were
considered in making revisions to the draft plan, following the process that was used to consider
submissions from other stakeholders.
Ecotourism
In page 9 of the CTC cover letter for its submissions, addressed to NCC Secretary John Bothwell, the CTC
notes that a “major shortcoming” of the NCC plan is that it does not mention the word “ecotourism”
while the words “regulate/regulation”, “license” and “permit” appear a number of times.
This underscores a fundamental misunderstanding of the role of a Conservation Plan under the NCL.
The NCC draft turtle conservation plan is not a tourism/marketing plan and it is not focused on the nonregulatory strategies which may be employed by DoE or CTC; it is focused on the regulatory measures
needed for conservation of Cayman Islands sea turtles under the NCL, as identified through 21 years of
Department of Environment monitoring.
We are grateful to CTC and other stakeholders for participating in the public consultation process, and
we look forward to working together to achieve our common goal of sea turtle conservation.

Screening Opinion for the Proposed Redevelopment of Lacovia
19 November 2019
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 includes a 10 storey apartment building with 96 units (520,809 sq ft) with 13 pools,
a generator, three underground 500 gallon Low Pressure Gas Tanks and a 15 ft privacy wall. The site is located at
Block 12E Parcel 54, to the west of West Bay Road at the existing site of Lacovia. The site is located on a turtle
nesting beach, located approximately 260 ft from Critical Habitat under the proposed Sea Turtle Conservation
Plan.
The applicant has included a number of embedded mitigation measures into the proposed development
including an appropriate setback for beach vegetation and for the hard structures, a cistern, and native species
within the landscaping plan. The applicant has also indicated that they will install turtle friendly lighting in the
proposed development.
The planning application was considered against the screening criteria outlined in the EIA Directive. There would
be beneficial effects with respect to ecology if the recommended conditions were included, including a turtle
friendly lighting condition. There may be minor adverse impacts with respect to noise during construction and
with cumulative development at Seven Mile Beach. These effects should be considered by the Central Planning
Authority. There may also be adverse effects to visual impact, daylight, sunlight and overshadowing that should
be considered further due to the prominence of the building on the beach and we have recommended
additional studies to assess these effects.
The Department of Environment is of the opinion that the proposed development does not require an EIA as
there are no likely significant adverse effects.

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. large-scale
residential development adjacent to a Marine Protected Area.
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 12E Parcel 54, to the west of West Bay Road at the existing site of Lacovia. The site
location is shown on Figure 1. The site has an area of 4.55 acres and is located on Seven Mile Beach. The site is
located on a sea turtle nesting beach, located approximately 260 ft from Critical Habitat under the proposed Sea
Turtle Conservation Plan. Based on DoE’s 20 years of monitoring sea turtle populations, the site has had a
number of nests from both loggerhead (Caretta caretta) and green (Chelonia mydas) sea turtles.
The existing development is not considered to be an architectural heritage asset and currently forms a low-rise
residential complex with one pool. The landscaping is set back at the approximate natural vegetation line
(approximately 100 to 130 feet from the Mean High Water Mark) although there are currently cabanas within
the sand, seaward of the vegetation.
The site is adjacent to a Marine Protected Area – the Seven Mile Beach Marine Park.

Proposed Development
Description of the Proposed Development
The proposed development comprises a 10 storey apartment building with 96 units (520,809 sq ft) with 13
pools, a generator, three underground 500 gallon Low Pressure Gas Tanks and a 15 ft privacy wall.

Planning History
The site was the previous location of the Beach Club, prior to redevelopment as the existing Lacovia building in
the early 1980s.

The Applicant met with the Department of Environment on 8 August 2019 to discuss the plans. The Department
made recommendations around turtle friendly lighting, the setback and the inclusion of the planting of native
species. The Applicant adopted the Department’s comments, and met again on 13 September 2019 to discuss
the revised plans.

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, flood risk and water quality, ground conditions, noise and vibration,
socio-economics, and transport there are not considered to be adverse environmental impacts in this areas.

Ecology
The site is located on a sea turtle nesting beach, located approximately 260 ft from Critical Habitat under the
proposed Sea Turtle Conservation Plan. The Applicant has indicated that they will install turtle friendly lighting
on the proposed development. The Applicant has not requested any variances to the setbacks in the
Development and Planning Regulations, and has positioned the proposed development behind the natural
vegetation line. All hard structures are located at least 130 feet from the Mean High Water Mark. The Applicant
has also consulted with the Fire Department to ensure that no fire lane is required on the beachside.
The Applicant has provided a Landscaping Plan and has included native species such as Sea Grape, Native
Inkberry, and Bay Cedar, particularly in the dune plantings on the beach. The Applicant has proposed an 80 ft
setback to the planting beds. During construction, a temporary construction fence will be installed 130 ft from
the Mean High Water Mark. The applicant should ensure that the construction fence would not allow turtles
into the construction site, and therefore it should be embedded at least 2 feet into the sand.
Overall, the proposed development is likely to have a moderate beneficial effect on ecology through the
installation of Turtle Friendly Lighting, the planting of native species, and a sensitively-placed development
which does not extent seaward of the natural vegetation line. The beneficial effect is contingent upon the
following conditions:


The applicant shall prepare and submit a plan to the Department of Environment for turtle friendly
lighting, which minimises the impacts on sea turtles. All lighting shall be installed in accordance with the
plan, to be approved by the DoE. Guidance on developing a lighting plan can be found in the DoE’s
Turtle Friendly Lighting: Technical Advice Note (September 2018).



Prior to the commencement of works, the property owner shall contact the DoE to check for the
presence of turtle nests; written approval shall be obtained from the DoE that no nests will be impacted
by the commencement of works.



No construction work, vehicle access, storage of equipment/ materials or other operations should take
place on the beach during turtle nesting season (1st May – 30th November) without the express consent
of the DoE.





Construction materials shall be sited as far back from the beach as possible to maximise nesting habitat
and any materials on the beach during turtle nesting season (May to November) shall be fully enclosed
in fencing embedded at least 2 feet into the sand.
Any sand excavated as part of the construction works shall remain on site and be returned to this beach
system. If the volume of sand is deemed too great to retain all sand on site, any removal from site
should be the subject of a separate consultation with the Council.

Noise and Vibration
The surrounding noise environment is relatively quiet and predominated by road traffic noise. There are
adjacent residential receptors to the north and south, and commercial receptors to the east. The proposed
development has the potential to generate noise through the demolition, clearing, filling and construction. The
proposed development is not likely to generate noise during operation. The effect is not considered to be
significant and therefore it is the role of the Central Planning Authority to consider the noise associated with the
construction of 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 economy1.
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 vehicle movements and resource consumption associated with construction and operation.
However, embedded mitigation measures have been proposed including maintaining an appropriate setback,
using native species for landscaping, including a cistern and a first floor slab at 15 feet above Mean Sea Level.
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. The proposed development is setback from the Mean High
Water Mark by 130 ft, however the risk of effects from climate change still remain. No solar energy is proposed
for the proposed development. The proposed development could have incorporated renewable energy in order
to provide climate change resilience and mitigation. There are not considered to be likely significant effects with
respect to climate change.

Visual Impact; Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
The proposed development will be set back 20 ft from the northern and southern parcel boundaries. The
neighbouring property to the north (Watercolours) is also set 20 ft from their southern boundary but setback
further from the Mean High Water Mark than the proposed development (as shown in Figure 2).

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.

Figure 2. The proposed development will be set within the existing footprint of the buildings (foreground) which
may block daylight, sunlight and views from the units within southern units of the neighbouring property, the
WaterColours (background).
Although the proposed development complies with the minimum required setback under the Development and
Planning Regulations, it will be very visually prominent on the beach. The proposed development may block the
views of units within the WaterColours. There may also be visual impacts on SeaScape, to the south of the
proposed development, given the relative heights of the two developments.
When the proposed development is constructed, it may also block daylight and sunlight from the southernmost
units at WaterColours. There may be overshadowing of the amenity spaces at the WaterColours because of the
height of the proposed development, and the close proximity to those amenity spaces.
We do not believe an EIA is required to assess these effects, however we strongly recommend the following:



A high-level assessment of visual impact on the receptors from the WaterColours and possible from
SeaScape; and
An assessment of daylight, sunlight and overshadowing for WaterColours including on amenity spaces.

Cumulative Effects
The proposed development is likely to be the first of many redevelopment projects along Seven Mile Beach.
There are other older low-rise condominiums who may also seek to redevelop into 10 storey buildings. It is
reasonably foreseeable that similar redevelopment will come forward in the near future, and that this will set a
precedent for this type of redevelopment. This will change the nature of Seven Mile Beach. It will introduce
more people onto the beach. 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. At this time, in the absence of a Seven
Mile Beach Tourism Corridor Area Plan, this matter should be considered by the Central Planning Authority.

Conclusions
The proposed development does not require an EIA as there are no adverse significant effects considered likely,
however visual impact and daylight, sunlight and overshadowing should be considered further. The proposed
development has included embedded mitigation to reduce the environmental impact of the development. The
proposed development has included some climate change resilience features, however has not included
renewable energy. There are minor effects from noise and vibration and from the potential for cumulative
effects from development that should be considered by the Central Planning Authority.
There are likely to be beneficial effects on ecology provided the following conditions are implemented:


The applicant shall prepare and submit a plan to the Department of Environment for turtle friendly
lighting, which minimises the impacts on sea turtles. All lighting shall be installed in accordance with the
plan, to be approved by the DoE. Guidance on developing a lighting plan can be found in the DoE’s
Turtle Friendly Lighting: Technical Advice Note (September 2018).



Prior to the commencement of works, the property owner shall contact the DoE to check for the
presence of turtle nests; written approval shall be obtained from the DoE that no nests will be impacted
by the commencement of works.



No construction work, vehicle access, storage of equipment/ materials or other operations should take
place on the beach during turtle nesting season (1st May – 30th November) without the express consent
of the DoE.



Construction materials shall be sited as far back from the beach as possible to maximise nesting habitat
and any materials on the beach during turtle nesting season (May to November) shall be fully enclosed
in fencing embedded at least 2 feet into the sand.



Any sand excavated as part of the construction works shall remain on site and be returned to this beach
system. If the volume of sand is deemed too great to retain all sand on site, any removal from site
should be the subject of a separate consultation with the Council.

We also strongly recommend:


A high-level assessment of visual impact on the receptors in the units of the WaterColours; and



An assessment of daylight and sunlight for WaterColours including on amenity spaces.

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 and Environmental Context Plan
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WP-06b: Ratification of Council’s Decision by Correspondence
On the EIA Screening Opinion for Lacovia
PRELIMINARY
IT IS NOTED that:1) In order to ascertain whether particular types of proposals should be the subject of an
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) the Council shall screen those proposals and issue a
Screening Opinion
2) The National Conservation Council Directive for Environmental Impact Assessments
(Gazetted 29 June 2016) lays out the screening criteria and types of proposed activities to be
considered when determining the need (scoping) for an Environmental Impact Assessment.
3) The assessment of proposals and preparation of the Screening Opinion has been delegated
by the National Conservation Council to the Department of Environment (under section 3
(13) of the Law).
4) The proposed Lacovia redevelopment includes the types of proposed activities which require
screening. It was therefore referred to the Department of Environment (DoE) by the
Department of Planning.
5) The DoE shall issue a screening opinion to the National Conservation Council within 3 weeks
beginning with the date of receipt of a request for screening. As soon as practical thereafter,
the Council shall issue its decision to the originating entity on the requirement for an EIA,
pursuant to Section 43 (1).
6) The Department concluded its screening opinion for the proposed works on 19 November
2019.
7) In order that the Lacovia application’s review by the Central Planning Authority not be
unduly delayed the National Conservation Council was requested on 19 November 2019 to
make a decision by correspondence regarding the screening opinion rendered by the DoE.
8) The results of the decision by correspondence are reported below.
9) On X November 2019, the seventh [approval/disapproval] was received (with N abstentions)
so the screening opinion was [approved/disapproved].
10) On Y November 2019 the screening opinion that the Lacovia proposal does [not] require an
Environmental Impact Assessment was communicated on the National Conservation
Council’s behalf by the Department of Environment to the Department of Planning, for the
reference of the Central Planning authority in rendering their decision.
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Approvals

Council Member

Date

Vote on Screening Opinion

McFarlane Conolly
Franklin Thompson
Lisa Hurlston-McKenzie
Dominic Williams
Edward Chisholm
Pedro Lazzari
Nadia Hardie
Patricia Bradley
Fred Burton
Adrian Estwick
Haroon Pandohie
Colleen Stoetzel
Gina Ebanks-Petrie
Timothy Austin

20 Nov. 2019

Approve (Casting Vote Only)

20 Nov. 2019
20 Nov. 2019
20 Nov. 2019

Approve
Approve
Approve

1
1
1

19 Nov. 2019
19 Nov. 2019
20 Nov. 2019
20 Nov. 2019

Approve
Approve *
Approve

1
1
1

Abstain

-

Total [Approvals] 6
* “ In my personal capacity as an NCC member, I am in agreement with this screening opinion,
and I feel I do not need to recuse myself because I have not given any input to it nor been
involved in internal discussions about it here at DoE.”

MOTION / DRAFT RESOLUTION
That the Y November 2019 screening opinion that the Lacovia proposal does [not] require an
Environmental Impact Assessment which was communicated on the National Conservation
Council’s behalf by the Department of Environment to the Department of Planning, for the
reference of the Central Planning authority in rendering their decision, be ratified.

Proposer:
Seconder:
Votes For:
Votes Against:
Abstentions:
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Protected Area Management Plan
Meagre Bay Pond, Grand Cayman

Executive Summary
Meagre Bay Pond is one of the Cayman Islands’ oldest protected areas, with no management
provisions in place before the present time. This Management Plan seeks to provide an
appropriate scale of public access to view birds on the pond, and to restore surrounding black
mangrove forest and natural patterns of seasonal flooding and dry-down that have been
compromised by quarrying adjacent to the protected area, in order to restore optimal
conditions for the birds the pond is best known for. It also seeks to resolve conflicts inherent
in the original designation of some privately owned land within the protected area, through a
combination of land purchases, conservation agreements and zoning.

Site: Meagre Bay Pond Type: Habitat / Species Management Area Area Goals: wetland &
waterfowl conservation; public access to viewing of waterfowl and wetland
1. Introduction
1.1. Background and Context
Meagre Bay Pond with a 300 ft. wide band of mangroves around its margin was originally
protected as an Animal Sanctuary in 1976. This designation was made to protect seasonally
large feeding aggregations of herons and egrets, and the pond including its margins with its
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value for a wide range of other resident and migratory birds. No management plan for the
Animal Sanctuary was ever implemented.
In 2004 hurricane Ivan (a severe category 4 hurricane) tracking along the south coast of Grand
Cayman caused extensive mangrove death around Meagre Bay Pond. By this time, industrial
quarrying below the water level had commenced nearby to the west of the sanctuary. In
subsequent years this quarry zone expanded dramatically, and by 2008 excavations had
reached right up to the boundary of the sanctuary, leading to hydrological changes in the
pond and concerns that its value to wildlife may be deteriorating as a result.
In 2013, the Animal Sanctuary designation transitioned to Protected Area designation under
the National Conservation Law 2013 (NCL). The physical configuration of the original
Sanctuary remained unchanged, and the new legal framework provided a mechanism to
develop and implement this protected area management plan.
1.2. Planning Process
In December 2017 the Department of Environment (DoE) formed a Protected Area
Management Planning Team (MPT) for Meagre Bay Pond, consisting of five members of DoE
staff with a combination of policy, management and science expertise. The MPT is tasked with
defining and overseeing the planning process, assessing technical and stakeholder feedback,
making decisions on the plan’s purpose, objectives and strategies, and is responsible for
reviewing successive drafts of the management plan.
Members of the MPT and other DoE officers are holding meetings with all identified
stakeholder groups and the MPT will systematically take these stakeholder views into account
throughout public consultation and finalization of this management plan. This advanced draft
version is to be submitted to the National Conservation Council (NCC) for review.
Once finalized to NCC’s initial satisfaction, the draft plan will be advertised and made available
for general public consultation under section 10 (4) of the NCL. A period of at least 28 days
[NCL s.10 (5) will be allowed for public feedback on the draft plan, after which the MPT will
conduct a final review of the plan to take into account views from the public.
Once confirmed by NCC the final plan will be provided to the Ministry of Health, Environment,
Culture and Housing for submission to Cabinet [NCL s.10 (7)].
This management plan will have an initial five year implementation period, after which its
review is mandated by NCL s. 10 (9). However, within this initial five year period some
adaptive management is likely to be required, involving refinement of strategies in light of
results from monitoring. DoE will therefore review results from monitoring and assess the
effects of management interventions on an ongoing basis.
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1.3. Purpose and Scope of Plan
The purpose of this management plan is:
“To restore and maintain a seasonal hydrology and salinity cycle in the Meagre Bay Pond
protected area that allows for its natural functioning and recovery, and to facilitate
sustainable enjoyment of its bird life and natural landscape by members of the public.”

The goals of this management plan are:



To establish separation between
waters of the protected area and
adjacent submerged quarries



To preserve the protected area
water level’s ability to overflow
and discharge after extreme rain
episodes



To thereby facilitate natural
regeneration of Black Mangrove
forest
and
other
wetland
communities around the pond
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To recover and maintain the
historic seasonal patterns of
diversity and abundance of bird
life and other native species in the
protected area



To resolve the legacy of private land ownership within the protected area through
purchase and transfer to Crown or through Conservation Agreements under the NCL, or
through protected area zoning as appropriate.



To provide access, at an
appropriate scale, for visitors and
members of the public to view and
enjoy the bird life and the natural
landscape of the protected area
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2. Current Status
2.1. Location
Meagre Bay Pond is located in the Bodden Town District of Grand Cayman, close to the south
coast in the Pease Bay area. It lies on the southernmost margin of the Central Mangrove
Wetland, and immediately east of a complex of submerged quarries. The protected area
boundary (shown in red in the map below) lies 300 ft. landward of the pond shore or to the
edge of the Bodden Town Road reservation, where this lies closer to the pond.

The boundary definition for this Protected Area derives directly from its original 1976
definition as an Animal Sanctuary, which is reproduced in Schedule 4 to the NCL. It defines the
protected area boundary as “300 feet inland from the high water mark of the pond, which will
follow the western, northern and eastern sides of the pond. The southern limit is defined by the
public road which runs from Bodden Town east to the Breakers.” This definition is problematic
in that the high water mark in hydrological terms may seasonally extend miles out into the
Central Mangrove Wetland, even occasionally merging with North Sound. If the current
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interpretation for mangrove shorelines is used instead (Land Surveyors Regulations 1987),
then the “high water mark” should be interpreted as the edge of the mangroves. That
however has proved quite dynamic over time, with some mangrove edges around the pond
retreating after hurricanes, and growing back during successive years without storms.
Recognizing such changes would lead to corresponding changes to the protected area
boundary. A dynamic protected area boundary is problematic to manage, and was unlikely to
be the intent of the original designation.
In this Management Plan the definition of the Protected Area boundary is interpreted to
originate from the registered parcel boundary for the pond itself (Block 48B, parcel 2), which
approximates to the pond’s changeable mangrove shoreline and provides for a fixed 300 ft.
buffer that defines the Protected Area boundary from the Bodden Town road. The northern
edge of the registered road reservation is taken to be the southern boundary of the Protected
Area, wherever it lies closer to the pond parcel boundary than the 300 ft. buffer.
This interpretation follows a precedent created when the land parcel Block 48B, parcel 11 was
subdivided as a parcel lying entirely within the Protected Area: its western boundary matches
the 300 ft. buffer from the registered boundary of Meagre Bay Pond.

2.2. Regional Context
Meagre Bay Pond is a seasonally important feeding resource for both resident and migratory
water birds, due to the pond’s high biological productivity. Alone and in combination with the
much more extensive Central Mangrove Wetland, this protected area meets criteria for
designation as a Ramsar site. Its protection assists in meeting the Cayman Islands’
commitments under the Ramsar Convention, the Convention on Migratory Species and the
Convention on Biological Diversity.
The Department of Environment is adopting the IUCN category system for protected areas to
guide local management and facilitate international contextualization of the Cayman Islands’
Protected Areas. This protected area is designated as a Habitat / Species Management Area.
2.3. National Context
2.3.1. Legal and Policy Framework
Meagre Bay Pond is defined as a Protected Area under the National Conservation Law
2013 (Schedule 4). The site meets all the purposes, objectives and criteria for protected
areas set out in section 8 of the NCL.
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Management Plans for all Protected Areas established under the NCL are called for
under section 10 of that law, with Schedule 3 of the NCL laying out specifically required
plan components.
2.3.2. Land Tenure
Meagre Bay Pond itself is Crown property (Block 48B, Parcel 2). Peripheral wetland in
Block 48B, parcels 8 and 9, and Block 48E, parcels 12 and 44 is also Crown owned.
Otherwise, all the peripheral wetland around the pond which is within the protected
area is in private ownership, but has been under continuous protection since 1976
when the area was designated an Animal Sanctuary under the Animals Law 1976. Most
of the privately owned land parcels involved lie only partly within the protected area.
The total area of privately owned peripheral land within the protected area is
approximately 76 acres.
2.3.3. Evaluation of Protected Area
Historically Meagre Bay Pond has always attracted bird watchers, and seasonally
offered a spectacle of mass feeding of egrets and herons on fish becoming stranded as
the pond dried down in early spring. With modest management efforts and steps to
prevent any current deterioration of the pond hydrology, there is potential for this
protected area to offer better access to the southern pond edge for recreational and
educational purposes.
Before hurricane Ivan in 2004, the mangrove community around the pond was
dominated by Black Mangrove forest, with hollow trees providing nest cavities for
breeding Cayman Parrots (Amazona leuocephala caymanensis). This habitat value may
return if the Black Mangrove forest successfully regenerates.
2.3.4. Socio-Economic Context
Meagre Bay Pond’s location is in close proximity to a busy road, a flooded disused
quarry and planned future quarry sites, and a small residential community to the south
and southwest of the site, some of which has transgressed into the protected area.
Stakeholders are defined as persons or entities whose interests may be directly affected
by this management plan. These include:
-

Landowners with property falling within and directly adjacent to the protected area

-

Quarry owners and operators in the immediate area

-

Landowners and residents in the area accessed by Bronte Way and Kipling Street,
immediately west of the protected area
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-

The local bird watching community

-

The National Trust for the Cayman Islands

-

The National Roads Authority

-

The Water Authority-Cayman

-

Caribbean Utilities Co.

-

The Department of Planning

-

The Central Planning Authority

-

The Department of Tourism

-

The Aggregate Advisory Committee

2.4. Physical Environment of Management Area
2.4.1. Climate
Meagre Bay Pond receives approximately 1,200 mm of rain annually, varying
considerably from year to year (Burton 1994) and declining as a result of climate
change (Hurlston-McKenzie et al (2011). In its natural state, its water level responds to
the seasonality of rainfall, which typically exceeds evapotranspiration from May to
November. March and April are normally the most arid months, by the end of which
pond water levels reach their annual minimum and pond water salinity reaches a
maximum. The protected area receives constant salt input from sea spray, generated
by waves breaking on the fringing reef and carried in by southerly winds. Salts may
flush out episodically after exceptionally prolonged and heavy rains, when surface
sheet flow occurs to North Sound over the entire Central Mangrove Wetland.
2.4.2. Geology
The mangroves around Meagre Bay Pond overlie limestone rocks of the Ironshore
Formation, with an undulating case-hardened surface in contact with the overlying
mangrove peat. In and around the pond itself, emergent rock pinnacles and islets have
typical karst surfaces.
2.4.3. Soils
The wetland communities around Meagre Bay Pond are growing on peat substrates
typically less than 1 m. deep. The peat is generated by the mangroves, and has been
accumulating in response to rising sea levels. Pond sediments appear to be a mixture of
fine calcareous sediments and organic matter, but have not been investigated. A sanddominated beach ridge separates the pond from the sea to the south, and sand mixed
with pond sediments adjacent to the beach ridge are assumed to have been washed
into the pond during hurricane storm surges.
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2.4.4. Hydrology
Under natural conditions Meagre Bay Pond and the surrounding mangrove surface
water had the characteristics of a perched water table, with little or no connection to
the underlying groundwater, and at most a highly damped and attenuated connection
to marine water through the wide beach ridge.
With the development of quarries below the groundwater table in close proximity to
the pond, groundwater is now partially in contact with the pond, with potentially
significant changes to the natural hydrology and salinity of the pond and associated
mangrove.
2.5. Biodiversity of Management Area
2.5.1. Ecosystems
Meagre Bay Pond is partially representative of the Cayman Islands’ mangrove wetland
ecosystem, which includes mangrove forests and shrublands in both tidally flooded and
inland seasonally flooded settings, and saline to brackish open water on scales ranging
from small uprooted tree pools to large ponds such as Tarpon Lake on Little Cayman.
The mangrove communities are dynamic, constantly changing in response to
hurricanes, and with surface substrates rising through peat deposition in response to
sea level rise since the last glacial maximum (Brunt & Burton 1994).
2.5.2. Flora
The vascular plant diversity in the Meagre Bay Pond protected area is low, as is normal
for seasonally salt-stressed mangrove communities. The dominant species are Black
Mangrove (Avicennia germinans), and White Mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa). In
the Cayman Islands, Black Mangrove is classified as Endangered, and White Mangrove
is classified as Vulnerable. Buttonwood (Conocarpus erectus, Vulnerable) and the salt
tolerant succulent Blutaparon vermiculare are also abundant. Red Mangrove
(Rhizophora mangle, near-threatened) occurs on islands in the pond and in pond
fringes.
2.5.3. Fauna
The fauna of the Meagre Bay protected area has not been fully inventoried. Notable
groups and species include a high abundance and diversity of resident and migratory
water birds, including seasonal flocks of approximately 1,000 Snowy Egrets, and
significant numbers of Great Egrets, Tricolored Herons, Pied-billed Grebe, Black-necked
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Stilts, Semi-palmated Sandpipers, Northern Shoveler, Blue-winged Teal, and Least Tern.
Records on www.eBird.org indicate that 104 different species of birds were observed in
the protected area over the years 2010 to 2017.
Parrots (the Grand Cayman endemic subspecies Amazona leuocephala caymanensis)
utilize the mangrove forest, as do resident and migratory warblers, and grackles (the
endemic Grand Cayman subspecies Quiscalus niger caymanensis).
Fiddler crabs (Uca sp.) are extremely abundant on exposed mud when the pond water
level is low. The mosquitofish Gambusia puncticulata is the dominant fish that attracts
feeding herons and egrets.
The Pygmy Blue butterfly, Brephidium exilis thompsoni, is a sub-species unique to Grand
Cayman and has been historically recorded in or near the eastern margin of the Meagre
Bay Pond Protected Area (Askew & Stafford 2008). It appears to be highly restricted to
saltwort flats and is closely associated with Salicornia virginica, which is the presumed
larval food plant. The presence in the Protected Area of this butterfly, which is a Part 1
protected species in the NCL, remains to be confirmed.
Tilapiid chichlid fish, Oreochromis spp. and hybrids, which are alien invasive species,
have colonized the neigbouring flooded quarries and are present within the protected
area at least during times of high water level. Anhingas and Ospreys have become more
commonly recorded in the Meagre Bay Pond area since this invasion. Alien invasive
Green Iguanas (Iguana iguana) occur in the pond margins, especially adjacent to the
road.
2.5.4. Past and Present Research
Records of the abundance and diversity of birds using the Meagre Bay Pond protected
area has been conducted by Patricia Bradley (Bradley 2000), and by Peter Davy,
Christine Rose-Smyth and others (data recorded on www.eBird.org).
The Water Authority-Cayman took a series of monthly pond water salinity records in
2001 to 2009, as a natural baseline for a wider investigation into the hydrology of
quarries.
Current research by the DoE is focused on characterizing the interaction between the
Meagre Bay Pond and mangrove surface water, and the groundwater in the adjacent
quarry pit. The purpose of this study is to assess the effects on pond hydrology resulting
from this interaction, and to monitor results from any interventions seeking to
ameliorate those effects.
2.6. Cultural and Socio-Economic Values of Management Area
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2.6.1. Community and Stakeholder Use
Meagre Bay Pond is currently used rather rarely by the resident community in the
Cayman Islands – users typically visit the few undeveloped access points available to
view birds on the pond, and very occasionally residents take kayaks out on the pond.
A residential subdivision to the immediate south-west of Meagre Bay Pond included a
small part of the protected area in a subdivision which was apparently approved
partially in error. This has resulted in homes being built and land being filled at the end
of Brooke Drive, and on Block 48E, parcels 81, 84, 110 and part of parcel 109. The home
owners and lot owners within the Protected Area were likely unaware of the protected
area status at the time they bought, and in some cases built on these lots.
2.6.2. Archaeological Sites
There are no known archaeological sites associated with this protected area.
2.6.3. Tourism Use
Like resident birdwatchers, visitors to the Cayman Islands who are interested in birds
and natural areas visit the few undeveloped access points available to view birds and
natural scenery on the pond. There are no commercial tourism activities using the site at
this time.
2.6.4. Education Use
Although the potential for some educational use certainly exists, no school visits or
other educational activities are currently focused on this protected area.

3. Analysis of Conservation Targets and Threats
3.1. Conservation Targets
3.1.1. Conservation Targets for Meagre Bay Pond Protected Area
-

Hydrology and salinity of pond and mangrove surface water

-

Black Mangrove forest

-

Seasonal heron and egret feeding aggregations
Invasive species reduction
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-

Pygmy Blue population and life-cycle supporting habitats

3.1.2. Goals for Conservation Targets
-

Restoration of pre-quarrying hydrological regime, with seasonal cycling of water
level and salinity.

-

Incremental growth in existing Black Mangrove trees, and establishment of new
saplings over time leading to increase in percent forest cover.

-

Seasonal feeding assemblages of Snowy Egrets and other birds persist at numbers
comparable to historic counts
Confirmation of Pygmy Blue butterfly and its habitat
Reduction in alien invasive species - green iguana and tilapia

-

3.2. Threats to Biodiversity
Quarrying to the Meagre Bay Pond protected area boundary has led to a potentially profound
disruption of the hydrological regime of the pond, due to the connection that now exists
between the pond margin surface water, and an adjacent closed quarry which was excavated
below the water table and remains flooded. The quarry water is continuous with the
groundwater and its surface level is influenced by marine tides.
The quarry water is brackish. High tides spill large volumes of brackish quarry water into
Meagre Bay Pond whenever they exceed the threshold set by the quarry rim road. This may
interrupt or even prevent seasonal dry-down of the pond, and during the dry season pond
evaporation with repeated brackish water inputs may result in abnormally high salinity.
Quarry development in this area is now expanding in such a way as to restrict or potentially
sever the connection between Meagre Bay Pond and the Central Mangrove Wetland. This may
limit or cut off the natural pathway for episodic salt flushing from the pond water, which
naturally occurs during exceptionally heavy and prolonged rainfall events.
New East-West road corridor may “dam” the pond in, if not constructed appropriately.
Spills of lubricating oil and hydraulic fluid from active quarry machinery have occasionally been
observed to be polluting the closed flooded quarry adjacent to the Meagre Bay Pond protected
area. At times of high water level, these pollutants enter the protected area.
Alien tilapiid chichlid fish have entered the protected area from the neighbouring closed quarry.
Research on invasive Tilapia populations worldwide gives reason to expect that in Meagre Bay
Pond, the area’s natural aquatic biodiversity is likely to be harmed by this aggressively invasive
species complex.

DRAFT

Page 12 of 28

v2019-11-13

DRAFT

NCC GM 2019-12-04
WP07 Meagre Bay Pond Plan

13 | P a g e
Ongoing maintenance and utility work associated with the road corridor has potential to erode
the protected mangrove buffer between the pond and the road.

3.3. Strategies to Reduce Threats
Key strategies to reduce these threats are:
-

To work with quarries and landowners to create and maintain hydrological separation
between quarry water and the protected area, and Pease Bay Pond.

-

Land acquisition to ensure a hydrological connection is maintained between Meagre Bay
Pond and the Central Mangrove Wetland.

-

Failing maintenance of an adequate hydrological connection with the Central Mangrove
Wetland, or in addition to this if monitoring indicates the need, installation of culvert
connections with weirs and flap gates to restore a hydrological regime equivalent to the
pre-quarry state.

-

Restoration of seasonal pond dry-down to limit survival of Tilapia, and to restore seasonally
concentrated food resources for herons and egrets.

-

Demarcate and ensure the integrity of the protected area boundary adjacent to the road
Prioritize culling of green iguanas in and near the Meagre Bay Pond protected area in
ongoing island-wide culling efforts.
Assess effect on invasive tilapia populations once the pond resumes seasonal drying and
separation is established with neighbouring quarries.

-

3.4. Monitoring of Success of Conservation Strategies
The Department of Environment will establish long-term water level and salinity monitoring in
Meagre Bay Pond, to assess and model the system’s hydrology and how it responds to
management actions.
The Department of Environment will also monitor Black Mangrove regeneration, and (in
collaboration with local ornithologists) seasonal heron and egret feeding assemblages, to verify
that restoration of the pre-quarrying hydrology and salinity regime actually results in recovery
of these conservation targets.
In event these targets do not respond as expected, adaptive management steps should be
explored.
4. Management Planning
4.1. Management and Organizational Background
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This Management Plan is made under section 10 of the National Conservation Law, 2013. It
comes into effect after a statutory period for public consultation, approval by the National
Conservation Council after any amendments are required in light of the public consultation,
followed by Cabinet assent, and publication in the Gazette.
The management authority is the Department of Environment (DoE). Key resources the DoE
brings to this management plan are:
o
o

Terrestrial Resources Unit (currently 5 officers)
GIS specialist o Drone survey capability

4.2. Review of Previous Management
Prior to the passage of the NCL, no agency was tasked with managing what was then the
Meagre Bay Pond Animal Sanctuary, and no form of prior management plan exists. This
absence of formal planning and an associated lack of awareness may underlie the presumably
accidental approval of the residential subdivision which transgresses slightly into the southwest
boundary of the protected area.
4.3. Management Goal
Management of the Meagre Bay Pond Protected Area seeks to resolve historic ownership
conflicts; to rectify hydrological imbalances to allow mangroves and bird life to recover; and to
provide for public enjoyment of the seasonal bird assemblages on the pond.

4.4. Management Strategies
4.4.1. Management Constraints and Limitations
The close proximity of a major road limits the width of mangrove buffering the pond from
traffic, and so constrains the scope for parking and disabled ramping in association with the
boardwalk and viewing platform envisaged by this plan.
The site’s interest to the general public will be at best seasonal and constrained to quite short
periods of optimal water level.
The extent to which historical spectacles of massed egret flocks and healthy black mangrove
forest can be fully restored may not be entirely within the control of this Management Plan,
especially in event of further major storms during this plan period.
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4.4.2. Management Zones
Two management zones are defined for this protected area:
•

Residential Zone - a very small zone which accommodates part of an existing
residential subdivision which was mistakenly approved within the protected
area boundary.

•

Protected Zone - the remainder of the protected area which is substantially
in its natural state.

4.5. Management Programmes and Objectives
4.5.1. Natural Resource Management
4.5.1.1.

OBJECTIVE: to restore near-natural hydrology to Meagre Bay Pond.

Establish Quarry Rim Elevation Standard

Using results from the hydrology monitoring
programme, establish the highest threshold
for quarry overflow and specify minimum
rim height to contain this

Enforce Quarry Rim Elevation Standard on
all quarries in Central Mangrove Wetland

Require complete rimming of all new
quarries as part of Aggregate Advisory
Committee review and recommendations
to CPA. Introduce requirements to existing
quarries tied to approvals for expansion or
deepening.

Resolve ownership and easement status
of road between Meagre Bay Pond and
the adjacent quarry to the west

Commission or obtain existing survey to
mark boundary of protected area where it
enters or crosses road. Investigate
easements and assess how they relate to
the road as built, and the protected area

Require raising quarry road above, to
elevation standard

Tie this requirement to resolution of access
rights, and/or any future applications to
deepen the adjacent quarry

Assess ability of Meagre Bay Pond to
overflow into the Central Mangrove
Wetland

Using hydrology monitoring data after the
adjacent quarry rim is raised, record the
elevation above which Meagre Bay Pond
overflows after prolonged heavy rains, and
compare to black mangrove
pneumatophore horizons in the protected
area.

DRAFT

Page 15 of 28

v2019-11-13

DRAFT

NCC GM 2019-12-04
WP07 Meagre Bay Pond Plan

16 | P a g e
Add high water overflow culverts into the
adjacent quarry if necessary

4.5.1.2.

If highest sustainable water level is too high,
culverts with weirs and flap gates into the
adjacent quarry will be required.

OBJECTIVE: Conservation Agreements with willing landowners

Identify willing landowners within the
Protected Zone

Meet with resident landowners and write to
overseas landowners who own property
within the Protected Zone, and ascertain
which ones are willing to sign a
Conservation Agreement

Draft Conservation Agreements

Develop a standard Conservation
Agreement for this purpose, pass through
legal review, and customize as necessary
for each property and landowner

Sign Conservation Agreements

Obtain Governor and Landowner signatures

Register Conservation Agreements

Submit Conservation Agreements to Land
Registry for registration as permanent
easements on parcel files

4.5.1.3.

OBJECTIVE: Crown Land Acquisition

Develop a policy on valuation of private
land within the Protected Area

Consult with legal and land valuation
experts within CIG to agree principles and
practices that should be applied to
valuation of long-protected land

Seek acquisition agreements

Seek agreement from landowners in the
Protected Zone who have not entered into
Conservation Agreements, to allow Crown
to acquire the protected property in line
with the valuation policy developed above

Land purchase and protection to maintain
hydrological continuity with Central
Mangrove Wetland

Seek purchase agreements on lands already
nominated that offer surface floodwater
connection between Meagre Bay Pond and
the Central Mangrove Wetland

Apply for EPF funding as needed

Seek agreement from Finance Committee to
allocate funds from the EPF sufficient to
recompense landowners to the extent that
can be justified
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Complete acquisitions

Acquire, and protect when registered in
Crown ownership

4.5.2. Research and Monitoring
4.5.2.1.

OBJECTIVE: gain full understanding of factors controlling pond hydrology

Maintain water level monitoring network

Maintain water level and rain monitoring in
Meagre Bay Pond, the quarry adjacent to
the west, and in the sea at Pease Bay.
Strengthen installations as necessary for
long term use

Model pond hydrology dynamics

Develop model to define all known controls
on pond water level and salinity, and to
inform development of management
interventions

Assess effects of hydrology resulting from
interventions

Use water level model and monitoring data
model to assess any management
interventions, and update model if
interventions have changed constants.

4.5.2.2.

OBJECTIVE: monitor mangrove cover to assess progress to conservation targets

Periodic drone surveys

Use drone imagery on a two-year cycle to
quantify the area cover and species
distribution of living mangroves in the
Protected Zone around Meagre Bay Pond.
Use this data to monitor change, and to
inform management of effects of any
interventions

On-water surveys

After each drone survey, assess health of
mangroves around Meagre Bay Pond from
small water craft, and conduct ground
truthing as needed to interpret the drone
imagery

4.5.2.3.

OBJECTIVE: monitor key fauna to assess progress to conservation targets

DRAFT

Page 17 of 28

v2019-11-13

DRAFT

NCC GM 2019-12-04
WP07 Meagre Bay Pond Plan

18 | P a g e

Maintain long-term records of bird
numbers and diversity

Monitor and encourage bird watching
community reporting on e-Bird. Generate
annual summaries of records

Map and monitor Pygmy Blue butterfly
habitat and population within the
Protected Area

Map full extent of Salicornia flats within the
protected area, using drone imagery and
ground truthing. Maintain seasonal visits to
record and monitor occurrence of the
Pygmy Blue butterfly

Monitor presence of Tilapia in Meagre Bay Record Tilapia presence, if observed, during
periodic visits to download recorders. Log
Pond
public reports (including eBird) of Tilapia
presence during fish strandings or osprey
hunting.

4.5.3. Community Participation
4.5.3.1.

E-Bird participation
Ongoing participation of the resident and visiting bird watching community will
be key to maintaining monitoring of bird populations on Meagre Bay Pond. One
e-Bird Hotspot is already established on an old concrete pad at the east end of
the pond’s south shore. A second Hotspot will be designated on the viewing
platform which is to be developed as part of this Management Plan.

4.5.4. Public Use
4.5.4.1.

Boardwalk and viewing platform
A boardwalk and viewing platform will be constructed on Crown property (Block
48E, parcels 12 and 44) on the south shore of the pond. This will be small in
scale, appropriate to the modest frequency of use that is expected, and in view
of the short duration of notable bird aggregations. It is expected that resident
and visiting bird watchers and naturalists will be the main users of this
infrastructure, and that it will rarely be of sufficient interest to attract large tour
groups.
Rustic parking bays for 2 – 3 vehicles will be set on existing fill, and a short
boardwalk will snake between and over existing mangroves to a viewing
platform set in the margin of the pond. The viewing platform will be designed to
accept a maximum of 12 persons at one time.
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To keep maintenance needs low and to remain consistent with the use levels
expected, there will be no toilet facilities or garbage receptacles. Visitors will be
asked to take away any litter they may accumulate when visiting. The site and
infrastructure will be designed with a strong focus on very low maintenance
needs.
Interpretation will focus on the pond ecosystem with emphasis on birds and
mangroves.
Public access in the protected area is restricted to this boardwalk and viewing
platform.
4.5.4.2.

On-water activities
Personal recreational kayaking on Meagre Bay Pond will be permitted, using
only a single boat launching point that will be provided on the boardwalk. No
other launching points are permitted unless by a landowner so allowed under
the terms of a Conservation Agreement. Kayaking is only possible at times of
high water.
The volume of on-water activity at any one time must remain low, to minimize
disturbance of feeding and roosting birds, and to maintain an ambience of
wildness that allows visitors to fully appreciate this protected area. For these
reasons commercial on water tour operations are not permitted to operate in
the protected area.

4.5.4.3.

Education
The boardwalk and viewing platform will be suitable for educational visits by
small school groups.

4.5.5. Infrastructure Management
4.5.5.1.

Visitor facilities
The boardwalk and viewing platform, and associated parking areas and
interpretation, will be directly managed by DoE. Maintenance costs will be
estimated in DoE’s annual budget, and any work outside the capacity of DoE
staff will be contracted to local service companies.
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4.5.5.2.

Hydrology management structures
Raised quarry rims will be the responsibility of the quarry operator to maintain,
under the terms of their quarry licensing. DoE will monitor the integrity of these
rims directly during site visits, and through periodic drone imagery, and may
enforce correction of any defects found through the relevant licensing
authorities or under NCL protected area provisions as appropriate.
Any structures such as culverts, weirs and flap gates that may be installed to
control flow between the Protected Area and adjacent quarries, will be
managed and maintained either by DoE or the quarry owner, depending on the
terms of quarry licensing and any other permit or agreement.

4.5.6. Administration
Meagre Bay Pond is one of the Cayman Islands’ smaller protected areas, with a
low level of day-to-day management required. As such it requires no permanent
on-site staffing.
Administration of this management plan and associated work in this Protected
Area will be handled routinely by the DoE’s administrative staff and the
department’s Terrestrial Resources Unit.
Costs for routine management of this Protected Area will be sustained through
normal annual / biannual budgetary allocations to DoE. Any capital expenditure
such as land purchase and infrastructure construction will be allocated from the
Cayman Islands Government’s Environmental Protection Fund, subject to NCC
review and Finance Committee approval.

4.5.7. Directives and Management Policies
4.5.7.1.

Residential Zone
A residential zone is established as a management zone within the Meagre Bay
Pond Protected Area. The zone is shown in the map below.
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The zone extends from a point where the Protected Area boundary meets the
north-east boundary of Block 48E, parcel 35. It then follows the north-east
boundary of that parcel and of Brooke Drive, to meet the north-east corner of
Block 48E, parcel 84. The zone boundary then follows the walled perimeter of
the landscaped area associated with Block 48E, parcel 84 as mapped above,
until it rejoins the northernmost corner of that parcel. It then follows the
northeast parcel boundaries of Block 48E, parcels 81 and 110, and thence
continuing along the north-east boundary of Block 48E parcel 109 as far as the
vertex where that boundary turns to the north. From there the boundary
proceeds as mapped above, to the north-west turning to the south-west, to
meet the Protected Area boundary. The zone boundary then returns along the
Protected Area boundary to south and east, to rejoin the origin point.
The purpose of this zone is to rationalize past mistakes made in approval of a
subdivision which extended into the former Animal Sanctuary.
The following Directives apply to landowners and residents within the
Residential Zone of the Protected Area:
•

No expansion of habitat modification for human uses in the Protected
Area is allowed beyond the Residential Zone boundaries as defined in
this Management Plan.
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4.5.7.2.

•

The only active land use change permitted within the Residential Zone is
for residential housing.

•

Home owners and occupants in the Residential Zone may not dispose of
any effluents, garbage, yard waste or any other waste materials into the
adjacent Protected Zone.

•

Home owners and occupants in the Residential Zone may not allow pet
dogs, cats or other domesticated animals to roam into the Protected
Zone.

•

Within the Residential Zone and subject to any other law and other
directives for this zone, the provisions of Section 32 (b – f) of the NCL are
not enforced.

Protected Zone
A Protected Zone is established as a management zone within the Meagre
Bay Pond Protected Area. The zone is defined as all parts of the Meagre Bay
Pond Protected Area with the exception of the area defined as the
Residential Zone.
The following Directives apply to the Protected Zone of the Protected Area:
•

Feeding of any animal in the Protected Zone is prohibited, and is
construed as an offense under section 32 (a) of the NCL.

•

Hunting and fishing are prohibited in the Protected Area and are
offences under section 32 (a) of the NCL, with the following exceptions:

•

o

Control measures for invasive alien species may be conducted by
the DoE

o

Sampling of flora and fauna may be carried out by DoE for
research and monitoring purposes

Access into the Protected Zone is prohibited with the following
exceptions:
o

Visitor facilities on Block 48E, parcels 12 and 44 will be open to
the public when completed

o

Owners of land in the Protected Zone who have entered into a
Conservation Agreement in respect of that protected land, retain
such access rights as are set out in those Conservation
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Agreements o Non-commercial recreational kayaking is
permitted only from launching places at the visitor facilities on
Block 48E, parcels 12
and 44, or under any terms specified in Conservation
Agreements with owners of land in the Protected Zone o
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs or Drones) may be flown over the
Protected Zone provided they remain at an altitude of at least 75
feet above ground and water and do not cause any perceptible
disturbance to birds in the area
o

4.5.7.3.

DoE may access the Protected Zone for research and monitoring
purposes, on foot, by boat or using UAVs as appropriate,
provided that minimal disturbance of the habitat, flora and fauna
is observed

Enforcement Policy
Section 32 of the NCL details prohibited actions in Protected Areas, which
constitute offences under the law and apply in full throughout the Protected
Zone of the Meagre Bay Pond Protected Area. These include prohibitions on:
•
•

any kind of disturbance to native animals and plants;
damaging or destroying or causing loss of a natural resource, natural or
cultural feature, or any sign or facility provided for public use and
enjoyment;

•
•

clearing land for any purpose;
depositing of rubbish, litter or waste of any kind; dredging, quarrying,
extracting sand or gravel;

•
•

discharging waste or any other matter;
in any way disturbing, altering or destroying the natural environment.

Except in the Residential Zone, subject to Directives in this Management Plan
and subject to Conservation Agreements with landowners in the Protected Area,
Section 32 of the NCL will be strictly enforced. The primary enforcement
responsibility lies with DoE and is implemented by the DoE Conservation
Officers.
4.5.7.4.

Health and Safety Policy
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Subject to the physical constraints of the site, the visitor infrastructure on Block
48E, parcels 12 and 44 will be designed and built to meet wheelchair access
standards to the extent this is possible.
Persons choosing to kayak on Meagre Bay Pond at times of high water level will
be advised that they do so entirely at their own risk.
The viewing platform will be designed to withstand greater visitor loading than
the platform can physically accommodate.
4.5.7.5.

Disaster Preparedness Policy
The primary known threat to Meagre Bay Pond’s natural resources is the
occurrence of major hurricanes, which have the potential to push storm surges
over the beach ridge, deeply flooding the pond and carrying sand and debris
from damaged homes into the protected area. If pond water levels cannot
subside quickly enough after such an event, large scale mangrove death can
result.
Every two months starting and during the hurricane season, any weir and/or flap
gate culverts that may be installed to allow overflow from Meagre Bay Pond
should be checked, and cleared of any debris so as to be ready to accept
maximum flow. Water level and rain recorders should be left operating, since
data collected under extreme conditions is likely to be exceptionally
informative, which justifies the risk of loss of the instruments.

4.5.7.6.

Research Policy
Researchers other than DoE Officers and affiliates who wish to conduct scientific
studies within the Meagre Bay Pond Protected Area, are required to submit an
Application to Conduct Scientific Study (ACSS) to DoE, through which process
any further Permits under the NCL or other legislation can also be identified and
initiated. No non-DoE research in the protected area is allowed without an
approved ACSS.

4.5.7.7.

Public Use Policy
Public use of the Meagre Bay Pond Protected Area is restricted to the visitor
infrastructure in the Protected Zone, which is open to the public, including small
scale tours, school class visits, individual residents and visitors, within the
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physical capacity of the viewing platform and the purposefully limited parking
area.
Within the Residential Zone normal residential occupancy and activity can
continue unaffected, provided the adjacent Protected Zone is left undisturbed.

4.6. Management Budget and Financing
Item

Detail

Cost

Financing

Research &
Monitoring

DoE staff time

$ 2,000 per annum

DoE recurrent budget

Visitor
Infrastructure

Maintenance materials
and services

$ 2,000 per annum

DoE recurrent budget

Enforcement

DoE staff time

$ 250 per annum

DoE recurrent budget

Land purchases
and easements

NCL procedures

Subject to policy
development and
negotiation

Environmental
Protection Fund

Visitor
infrastructure

Design and build
contracts

Subject to design

Environmental
Protection Fund

Hydrology
management

Culverts and flow
control hardware

Subject to established
need

Environmental
Protection Fund

Recurrent Costs

Capital Costs

Significant uncertainty over potential capital costs is inevitable during the five year
implementation period for this plan. Until discussions with landowners are well advanced, the
scale and timing of expenditures on any new protected area purchases, and any costs that may
be attached to resolution of privately owned land in the protected area, cannot be realistically
assessed. The costing for the visitor infrastructure development will necessarily be dependent
on details of the design, and the need for water flow control structures is not established at this
time.

4.7. Monitoring and Review
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Review and evaluation of the effectiveness of this Management Plan will occur on multiple time
scales. At time scales shorter than five years, these evaluations will be conducted by DoE and
reviewed by the NCC.
Hydrology monitoring which began before adoption of this Management Plan will be
summarized annually and assessed for new information on the parameters controlling water
level and salinity in Meagre Bay Pond. It will also be examined as a key measure of the results of
any changes in quarry rim heights, installation of water flow controls, or other interventions.
This will enable adaptive management towards the Management Plan’s key goal of restoring a
natural pattern of seasonal change.
Bird abundance and diversity will likewise be assessed and reviewed annually, using public eBird
records as the main source of data.
Mangrove cover change is expected to occur slowly, and will normally be assessed to inform the
statutory five year review of this Management Plan. However after any extreme events
additional surveys of vegetation cover may be conducted.
This Management Plan will be formally reviewed by DoE every five years, as required by NCL
section 10 (9). In event amendments are proposed to the Management Plan and are accepted
by NCC, after which the revised plan will be put out for public consultation and will pass through
the same approval process as applied to this version of the plan.
4.8. Timeline
Ongoing 2019-2023

Hydrology monitoring & modelling
Bird monitoring
Pygmy Blue butterfly monitoring
Green Iguana culling
Land acquisition process through annual NCL cycle
Quarry permit conditions enforcing rim continuity & height

2019

Pygmy Blue butterfly habitat survey & mapping
Pre-design concept development for visitor infrastructure
Meetings and correspondence with landowners
Quarry berm construction begins

2020 (new budget commences)

Conservation Agreements signed for private land
Architectural drawings for visitor infrastructure
Planning permission and costing for visitor infrastructure
Contracting and construction of visitor infrastructure

2021

Visitor infrastructure operational

2022

Drone survey of protected area
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Mangrove cover trend assessment
2023

Management Plan assessment and review

Glossary
Abbreviations used in this Management Plan:
ACSS – Application to Conduct Scientific Studies
DoE – Department of Environment
MPT – Management Planning Team
NCC – National Conservation Council
NCL – National Conservation Law, 2013
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Record of Stakeholder Consultations
[Section to be compiled when consultations are completed]
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