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Based on a federal initiative launched by the Congress of the United States in the early 1970s, 
and, after a rather extended and controversial planning period, approved in the U.S. Virgin 
Islands Territory in June 1979, the Virgin Islands Coastal Zone Management Program 
(VICZMP) is now in its fifteenth operational year. The VICZMP was designed to manage all 
development activities in the Virgin Islands coastal zone, which includes the three main islands 
of St. Thomas, St. Croix, and St. John, and all offshore cays and the territorial sea. 

The program focuses on the management of development in the so-called "first tier" (a rela­
tively narrow coastal strip), along with adjacent cays, harbors, lagoons, estuaries and embay­
ments. Management control is exercised through a comprehensive system of major and minor 
permits and a supporting regime of inspections and standards, all directed at development ac­
tivities in the coastal zone. Development in the inner or second tier is handled by a spate of 
programs directed by the territorial Department of Public Works, the most significant of which 
are an "earth change" permitting system and -- as needed -- environmental assessment reports 
on intended development initiatives. 

First established under the Department of Conservation and Cultural Affairs (DCCA), and 
after July 1987 under a newly constituted Department of Planning and Natural Resources 
(DPNR), the basic framework of the coastal zone management program evolves around a 
fifteen-person Commission (five from each major island) which is empowered to promulgate 
rules and regulations, to issue major coastal permits, and to set conditions and standards as al­
lowed under the law. 

One of the things the enabling coastal zone management legislation specified, even prior to 
program approval in 1979, was the need for Management Plans for 18 so-called Areas of Par­
ticular Concern (APCs) within the coastal zone. While very preliminary plans for nearly all 
the APC sites were sketched out by DCCA/CZM staff shortly after the CZM legislation was 
enacted, these reports languished in departmental files and remained unfinished for over a 
decade. A few unauthorized copies circulated, but no official departmental effort to readdress 
the task was forthcoming. This situation remained static unti11991, when a contract was let 
by the Department of Planning and Natural Resources to a St. Thomas-based NGO, the Island 
Resources Foundation, to undertake the task of preparing the required Management Plans as 
specified in CZM legislation. 

By the end of September 1993, the Foundation had completed the 18 draft Management Plans 
on schedule. Then, following public hearings on each, the draft Management Plans were 
turned over to DPNR's Division of Coastal Zone Management to initiate a process of revision 
and submission to the CZM Commission, the Governor, and the Virgin Islands Legislature for 
final approval. 

While the exact process for approval was not formally established, legal counsel for both the 
U.S. Government's oversight agency (NOAA/OCRM) and the Virgin Islands Government 
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generally agreed that the Virgin Islands Legislature must approve both the official boundaries 
of each APC and its accompanying "plan", or similar guideline document. 

The draft APC Management Plans were therefore prepared with the following intent regarding 
legal mandate and jurisdictional authority for plan implement: 

The Management Plan is intended to serve as the overall planning and manage­
mentframework within which the various planning and regulatory entities, both 
territorial and federal, carry out their respective authorities. For those agencies 
that issue permits or review and comment on permit applications, the Management 
Plan does not eliminate or modify the authority of those agencies, but does in­
crease the predictability and timeliness of the permitting process since many of the 
issues that must be addressed in a specific permit application are already ad­
dressed in the Plan. Once adopted and passed by the Legislature and approved by 
the Governor, the Management Plan will have the force of Law. Any development 
activity will have to be consistent with and comply with the Management Plan.} 

The purpose of this review is to draw attention to some of the lessons learned as a result of the 
rather intensive, broad-scoped, and relatively closed APC planning process. In addition, this 
review will attempt to identify and ascribe relative significance to the various resource at­
tributes, uses, and use conflicts occurring within the 18 APCs. By so doing, it is hoped that 
interested persons, both inside and outside of government, may have a starting point for dis­
cussions on future directions for activities that further the goal of effective resource man­
agement of APCs in the U.S. Virgin Islands. It is also hoped that the lessons learned from 
this analysis will be of use in helping to guide similar planning efforts elsewhere in the insular 
Caribbean. 

ll. Background 

The 18 APCs (often called "special management areas" in other locations) were identified by 
the Virgin Islands Government with the adoption of its NOAA-funded Coastal Management 
Program in 1979.2 The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA, 1972 as amended), 
while noting the importance of the entire coastal zone, declares that "certain areas are of yet 
greater significance". As a prerequisite to program approval, the Act requires an inventory 
and designation of areas of particular concern within the coastal zone [Section 305(b)(3)]. In 
addition, it is necessary that the management program makes provision for procedures whereby 
specific areas may be designated for the purpose of preserving or restoring them for their con­
servation, recreational, ecological, or esthetic values [Section 306(c)(9)].3 

1 As excerpted from Section 1.2 of each of the APC Management Plans. 
2 The federal (U .S.) agency responsible for administering funds appropriated under the Coastal Zone Management Act is 

the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/Office of Ocean and Coastal Resources Management 

(NOAA/OCRM). 
3 U.S. Department of Commerce, 1979. 
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After consideration of the criteria suggested for APC designation by regulations within 15 
CFR Part 923, the Virgin Islands Planning Office (the lead agency for initial CZM planning) 
incorporated those that were relevant to the Virgin Islands and developed the following seven 
categories to guide the nomination process for Areas of Particular Concern: 

1. Significant Natural Areas; 
2. Culturally Important Areas; 
3. Recreation Areas; 
4. Prime Industrial and Commercial Areas; 
5. Developed Areas; 
6. Hazard Areas; and 
7. Mineral Resource Areas. 

In addition, certain areas were classified as Areas of Preservation and Restoration (APRs), by 
virtue of their exceptional conservation, recreational, ecological, or esthetic values. Thus, 
with the adoption of the Virgin Islands Coastal Management Program in 1979, 18 coastal areas 
throughout the Territory were nominated for APC status, 10 of which were also nominated as 
APRs (Figure 1). 

Although CZM staff in the Virgin Islands started but never completed very rough draft plans, 
it was only when the Federal Government's program office at NOAA/OCRM began to exert 
pressure on DPNRlDCZM in late 1990 to complete Management Plans for the 18 APCs that 
the bureaucratic machinery began to crank once again, albeit slowly at first. The impetus for 
completion of the APC planning effort, and thus the constraints inherent in an externally im­
posed time frame for completion, came from NOAA/OCRM and its implicit warnings that 
non-performance could affect the future flow of federal program funding. 

In late 1990, the Island Resources Foundation had just finished a post-Hurricane Hugo natural 
areas damage audit under contract to the Department of Planning and Natural Resources. The 
Foundation was apprqached by DPNR/DCZM to prepare draft Management Plans for five of 
the 18 APCs, as a pilot project to examine the scope, content and process involved in such an 
undertaking. The Eastern Caribbean Center at the University of the Virgin Islands, and its 
Marine Advisory Service programs on St. Thomas and St. Croix, volunteered to contribute to 
the effort. 

Upon completion and review by NOAA/OCRM of the plans produced during the pilot project, 
the Foundation was contracted to complete the remaining 13 draft Management Plans within a 
I5-month time frame. A typical "Table of Contents" is included in this report to provide an 
idea of the scope and content of the Management Plans, each of which is accompanied by sev­
eral figures and maps which depict the natural and cultural resources of the area, as well as 
any conflicts and impacts therein (Figure 2). 
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In contrast to the typical set of circumstances which has driven most special area management 
(SAM) planning efforts in the United States, the APC planning project in the U.S. Virgin Is­
lands was driven largely by the demands of a federal agency. After years of neglect by both 
the territorial and federal agencies responsible for administering the specific requirements of 
the CZMA with respect to APC planning, NOAA/OCRM finally imposed a short time frame 
for completion of draft Management Plans for each of the 18 APCs. This was not a gentle or 
diplomatic strategy, but it did work. 

More typically, SAM/ APC planning arises as a response to perceived failures of existing reg­
ulatory programs, management measures, and/or institutional arrangements to effectively man­
age the area(s) in question. Of course, more visionary persons would not wait for manage­
ment failures to become evident to initiate a coordinated SAM/ APC planning process. It is a 
time-consuming and expensive process, and one that requires much up-front discussion and 
consensus-building among all parties concerning the process and intended outcome of the plan­
ning effort. SAM/ APC planning typically emerges in response to conflicting or inadequate 
regulatory policies, growing conflicts between juxtaposed development/conservation interests, 
and/or visible degradation of a regionally important resource for which a multiple of potential 
causes can be identified. 4 

In short, the SAM/ APC planning process most typically is a generic process to (Brower and 
Carol): 

1. resolve management conflicts; 
2. provide greater predictability and assurance for both conservation and devel­

opment interests; 
3. trade-off development in one part of the area in exchange for long-term 

preservation of the remaining portion; 
4. focus and streamline a set of management strategies; and 
5. provide varying outcomes depending on the nature of the special area, the 

available management tools, and the participants in the process. 

Moreover, establishing the need for SAM/APC planning requires that all parties at least recog­
nize the key issues and agree that special actions are needed if policy fragmentation, use con­
flicts, and ad hoc permit decision-making are to be overcome. This of course requires that 
existing problems and projected growth for a given planning area be well documented and un­
derstood. 

The APe Planning Efforl 

It needs to be recognized that the process used for the APC planning project in the U.S. Virgin 
Islands was fundamentally different than that which is described above for the typical SAM 

4 For a good overview of the U.S. experience ofthe SAM process, see Brower and Carol (eds.): Managing Land-Use 

Conflicts: Case-studies in Special Area Management. 
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planning effort. The APC project was goal-driven, as opposed to process-driven. More em­
phasis was placed on achieving the scheduled completion of the 18 draft Management Plans 
than was placed on the importance of interagency and public involvement in the planning pro­
cess. Moreover, the structure of the planning process, from the outset, was lacking in clearly 
defined goals, procedural standards, and interagency participation or oversight. The project 
was seen as strictly a "special project" of the implementing agency, DPNRlDCZM, with tech­
nical assistance provided by the consultant (Island Resources Foundation). In reality, it be­
came more like a focused "research effort" by a handful of individuals tasked with seeing that 
the project remained on schedule. 

Of course, certain attempts were made to achieve participation by other federal and territorial 
agencies and the public; but these attempts were under the same time and budgetary constraints 
and were thus generally poorly conceived, planned, and/or implemented. These efforts in­
cluded: 

1. A questionnaire/survey was mailed to selected landowners or business own­
ers within some (but not all) APCs; the surveys were confusing and not ade­
quately designed for the task at hand, and ultimately provided little useful in­
formation for the project. 

2. A "public input" meeting was scheduled, one for each APC, to invite inter­
ested citizens to provide early input on the issues and key concerns within the 
APC. These meetings generally (although not always) received poor atten­
dance, often the result of poor scheduling, inadequate or confused public an­
nouncement of the meetings, or some other misunderstanding by the public, 
such as the intended purpose of these meetings. 

3. The consultant was additionally tasked with the responsibility of coordinating 
interagency input for each APC. Because of the time and budgetary con­
straints already described, in actual practice this resulted in mostly frag­
mented attempts to acquire information from key technical personnel within 
the relevant agencies. It did not achieve the needed outcome of coordinating 
sectoral policies, or receiving systematic technical input, understanding and 
support for the APC project by top management officials within the various 
agencies. 

Realizing that the goal of achieving systematic and comprehensive public agency and citizen 
participation in the planning process was not being met, the consultant conducted a mid-term 
review/evaluation of the project, and presented the findings to DPNR/DCZM in January 1993. 
The principal finding of the review was that the draft Management Plans produced up to that 
time were not, in fact, "Management Plans'; per se, but perhaps more properly labeled re­
source analysis or background documents that synthesized a lot of useful information on a 
broad range of planning and management concerns, and presented management alternatives, 
but that did not (yet) represent a consistent set of development guidelines of the type that could 
be supported by law. 
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The consultant maintained that preparation of the remaining "background documents" should 
continue, but that a new emphasis should be placed on preparing a brief, concise, policy 
framework and management plan summary, of roughly 4-7 pages in length, for each APC. 
These summaries would necessarily be succinct and consistent, and would eventually (upon 
completion of an established review and approval process), become the "Official Management 
Plan" for a given APC, and a true policy/management framework that could be sanctioned by 
law. They would then be distributed as such to the various participating agencies (territorial 
and federal) as a guidance document for use in future planning and decision-making. 

During the mid-project review, the consultant also pointed out that: 

the existing documents do not specifically define, for example, the type, density, lo­
cation, and timing of development to be allowed within each APe Nor do they 
speak to the full range of legal and financial mechanisms that can be employed to 
achieve regulatory control and enhancement of resources. What they do accom­
plish ... is the necessary first step in any such planning process, namely the identi­
fication of issues and a suggested policy framework. There is considerable need, 
however, for additional legal research and counsel to identify the appropriate (and 
feasible) legal/incentive mechanisms, and funding opportunities, necessary to 
achieve enforceable APe policy goals.5 

More specifically, the consultant provided the following suggested outline for a 4-7 page Man­
agement Plan Summary: 

1. Executive Summary 
2. Highlights of Resource Uses and Management Concerns 
3. Description of Management goals and Objectives 
4. Description of Additional Research Needed 
5. Summary of Administrative Framework, induding: 

a. Role(s) of Participating Agencies and Organizations 

b. Existing and Needed Legal Support 
c. Needs for Funding and/or Other Implementation Strategies To Achieve 

Management Goals (i.e., land banking, land swaps, transfer of develop­
ment rights, tax incentives, tax assessments, etc.) 

6. Clear and Concise Map(s) and Figure(s). 

The consultant's recommendations were never acted upon, perhaps because of the project's 
continuing emphasis on meeting deadlines. Indeed, there was no discussion on the recommen­
dations, and the project continued "according to schedule". 

5 Letter dated 25 January 1993; Island Resources Foundation to DPNRlDCZM. 
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As a result of efforts to date, at least three important conditions of SAM planning have been 
met in the Virgin Islands' APC planning process: 

1. There is now available reasonably good documentation of the existing uses, 
use conflicts, and resource impacts for each APC. 

2. A suggested policy framework has been proposed for each APC. 

3. There has been achieved, through public hearings and contact with the 
media and key community leaders, the first level of public support for 
more focussed management measures to be effected within each of the 18 
APCs. 

It is indeed a monumental task to implement new, enforceable policies for any single area; the 
complexities of simultaneously undertaking the same for eighteen different areas spread out 
over the entire U.S. Virgin Islands Territory are staggering. Clearly, the effort must not be 
seen, nor can it succeed, as a government task alone. Political, business, and community 
leaders, plus all concerned citizens on all three islands, must feel as if they are "owners" of the 
Management Plans, and thus stewards of the resources that are found in their collective back­
yards. Decentralized, self-management (stewardship) of the Territory's land and water re­
sources, coupled with existing/improved project review and permitting institutions, should be 
seen as the desired direction for effective resource management as the population, and its con­
sequent development pressure, grows during the decades ahead. 

Future efforts at APC management must therefore pay close attention to the need for a wider 
base of political, agency, and community support for coordinated management efforts. The 
responsible officials at DPNRlDCZM should be encouraged to ensure that participation in the 
continuing planning process is broadened rather than narrowed, and that the decentralization of 
at least some regulatory (or performance oversight) functions be considered along the way. 
Engaging communities to become self-interested in their own resource management needs 
should be seen as a long-term investment that will pay long-term dividends. 

The role of the non-governmental (NGO) sector needs to be strengthened in this regard. Envi­
ronmental and other resource conservation NGOs in the Territory are currently achieving un­
precedented levels of organizational capacity. And while funding support is not exceptionally 
large or stable, several organizations are becoming more well established each year and have 
made substantial contributions in the areas of public awareness, advocacy, and permitting 
oversight. Clearly, future efforts must focus on the question of coordination and how the 
NGO talent and resource pool can be brought to bear in a concerted fashion on the challenge 
of effective resource management in the Territory. In this regard, it is useful to ask whether 
the APC management task serves as a useful starting point. 

Experience has shown that public support more often than not galvanizes, and sometimes dra­
matically accelerates, following a "success story". As mentioned above, the APC planning ef-
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fort in the Virgin Islands has to date achieved at least a first level of public support for the 
APe management project. It stands to reason, therefore, that future activities should give top 
priority to the goal of achieving a "success story" within at least one APe -- a demonstration, 
in effect, that coordinated planning and resource management really do make a difference for a 
community's quality-of-life. 

As a first step in doing so, it is necessary to identify strategic opportunities for achieving suc­
cess, and a good starting point is to undertake a systematic assessment of the common resource 
management issues and challenges for all 18 APes. 

Figures 3-6 are a first attempt to depict some of the issues, common needs, and opportunities 
inherent in the 18 APes. 

V. Conclusion 

This review is intended to provide only a brief look at the APe planning project to date, and 
to provide the reader with a few ideas as a starting point for future resource planning and man­
agement activities. 

In the meanwhile, the Virgin Islands APe Management Plans (as comprehensive analytic 
studies) are available as prototypes for planners and resource managers addressing similar in­
sular coastal issues. 
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2 Virgin Isla~ds The Daily News. Thursday. May 19. 1994 

Senate OKs designation of sensitive areas 
By HAROLD T. NEDD 
Dally News Staff 

ST. THOMAS - The Senate 
acted swiftly Wednesday on a bill 
calling for special management of 
development-sensitive areas in the 
territory. 

The legislation passed on a 13-0 
vote after senators praised it for its 
contribution to the control of hap­
hazard development. 

Sen. George Goodwin, Senate 
Environmental Protection Commit­
tee chairman. noted the overwhelm­
ing backing the measure has 
received from environmental 
groups. 

"It's been in the makil)g 15 
years and it's time to put it to rest," 
he said. referring to efforts to enact 
the measure inlo law. 

The bill designates 18 areas for 
special management. Each has sig­
nificant economic. cultural and eco­
logical importance. and manage­
ment plans are being drafted for 
each. 

The bill also qualifies the territo­
ry's coastal zone management pro­
gram for more than $700,000 in 

Magens Bay Areas of particular concem 

Mangrove lagoon 

federal funds. 

"While it's important to contin­
ue to move toward economic devel-

Daily News Map by STEVE ROCKSTEI~ 

opment, it is equally important to 
preserve. our natural areas so gener~· 
ations to come can enjoy them," 

_._-----_ ..... -.--._-... -.. - _. -- - --------_._----•. _----

Sen. Kenneth E. 
Mapp said in 
supporting the 
bill. 

Sen. Arturo 
Watlington Jr. 
said his only 
regret is that the 
bill wasn't intro­
duced two years 
ago. 

Arturo 
Watlington He said he 

would have liked to have seen 
Lindqvist Beach, St. Thomas. 
remain in its natural state and 
would have pushed for it to stay 
that way. 

A building permit has been 
issued for construction of a 200-
room hotel there. 

A constant refrain among sena­
tors was the need to come up with 
sound management plans for other 
areas of the territory equally in need 
of special care. 

"\ don't want the island (St. 
Thomas) to continue looking like a 
concrete jungle," said Sen. Judy M. 
Gqmez. -

"I'm glad to see that some of our 
natural resources will be protected 
in the interest of growth." 
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Figure 5. Analysis of Virgin Islands Areas of Particular 
Concern by Other Classifications 
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Figure 6. 
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