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merging tourism and conservation 
effectively is a tricky task, but one which 
may prove necessary for the survival of both 
(Stockly, 1984). 

INTRODUCTION: THE DIMENSIONS OF THE TASK 
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The opening of the Southeast Peninsula for development activities will 
result in a formidable set of new or expanded planning, management, 
and regulatory responsibilities for the Government of St. Kitts and 
Nevis. The Frigate Bay experience pales by comparison and should not 
be allowed to induce a false sense of confidence about or an under
estimation of either the dimensions or the complexity of the new SEP 
venture. 

Not only is the Peninsula four times larger in area, it involves much 
higher, steeper, erosion-prone rocky hillsides and eleven less stable 
sandy beaches; includes approximately a dozen major landholders with 
strong development preferences of their own; and has the lowest rain
fall, the highest dunes, the largest salt pond and the greatest poten
tial as an undeveloped area in the State. Furthermore, time is of the 
essence as the simultaneous social and economic pressures of declining 
sugar prices, under-employment and foreign exchange deficits have all 
been felt at the national level. 

*Note to the Reader: This Executive Summary is an action agenda of 
the St. Kitts Southeast Peninsula Land Use Management Plan, not 
a comprehensive review of textual material or findings, issues 
or even the Land Use Plan itself. With one or two exceptions, 
it focuses primarily on legal, administrative, staffing, plan
ning and policy decisions that must be addressed in the immed
iate future by GSKN with reference to the Peninsula. A con
venient sequencing matrix of required action, which covers most 
of the items in the Executive Summary, can be found in Table 5.1 
on page 5-7/8 of the Land Use Management Plan. 



In short, Peninsula development rests on the interdependency of pub
lic/private sector interests, with the role of each now somewhat 
loosely defined (e.g., Government: infrastructure and public ser
vices, environmental protection and regulation; private sector: in
vestment, promotion, marketing). The terms of this "collective action 
bargain," however, are ill-defined and perhaps this Land Use Manage
ment Plan can serve as one means for arriving at a mutually acceptable 
agreement on a development strategy for the Peninsula. 

For it to do so, however, it must be discussed by all interested par
ties, and each agenda item listed assigned a priority and a person, 
organisation, or specific group to carry out the required tasks, with 
specified target dates for completion. A full time administrative 
coordinator is urgently needed soon for all the myriad tasks and sub
tasks to be accomplished in an expeditious and effective fashion. 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Economic Viability (See Section 4 and Appendix A) 

A sustainable tourism development scenario for the Southeast Peninsula 
must simultaneously satisfy five major criteria. Economic activity 
must be sufficiently rapid to (1) ensure hotel profitability, and (2) 
recoup the costs of infrastructure construction and maintenance. But 
development must not outpace (3) the capacity of the environment for 
renewal, (4) the local labour force, and (5) the level of tourist de
mand St. Kitts and Nevis can reasonably expect from the competitive 
world tourism market. Team findings are favourable on all five 
counts, although margins of error differ considerably suggesting the 
need for careful strategic planning early on. 

The seven percent hotel tax is a powerful revenue producer under all 
reasonable projections of tourism growth which include the opening of 
the Southeast Peninsula. When added to the departure tax and the in
direct taxes which would arise from increased economic activity, ade
quate revenues are available to finance essential public capital in
vestments and service needs. 

The analysis of costs and earnings for various hotel and resort con
figurations shows that tourism-based development in the Southeast 
Peninsula must perform substantially above current regional averages 
in order to be attractive to potential investors or developers. When 
one uses conservative assumptions regarding construction and operating 
costs, occupancy levels, and room rates and other revenues, the eco
nomics of private investment in hotel and resort faciltiies in the 
Southeast Pennsula appear marginal. It will require imaginative and 
tough-minded investors developing quality facilities with better than 
average cost control and marketing strategies and working with active 
support and encouragement from Government to make a commercial success 
of new tourist facilities in the Southeast Peninsula. 

ExeQutive Summ~y 
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This economic uncertainty for the hotel/resort sector can be elimi
nated by managing the development of the Southeast Peninsula suffici
ently well to permit charging high room rates and to create such an 
attractive, high quality environment that year round occupancy rates 
stay in the 75 percent range. Furthermore, the dimensions of Govern
ment's role in providing for public recreational facilities and ser
vices and other amenities and of maintaining environmental quality on 
the Southeast Peninsula should not be underestimated. These tasks are 
critical to the economic success of the tourism development strategy, 
which itself needs better formulation leading to a consensus . 

• Land Use Allocation 

The land suitability analysis confirms the availability of over three
quarters of the Peninsula for development activity, thereby giving 
landowners a wide degree of flexibility. The following table summar
ises the dimensions, use levels and density classifications for the 
three development zones and two types of conservation zones. There is 
clearly sufficient suitable land in the various density categories to 
support any of the tourism/residential/recreational development sce
narios presented in the Land Use Plan (Appendix A) without serious in
jury to the Peninsula's environment. This assumes rigorous applica
tion of the development controls and environmental protection measures 
present in the Environmental Assessment Report (Island Resources Foun
dation, 1986) and this Land Use Management Plan regarding the "Limited 
Use Zones" and the "Conservation Zones," where the margin of error is, 
like the soil cover in the Moderate Use Zone and the Limited Use Zone, 
very thin . 

• Recreation and Amenities (Natural and Built) 

Recreational activity, formal and informal, by visitor and resident, 
will place extraordinary demands on the Peninsula environment even 
before the first hotel is open. The scope of required Government 
investment in facilities development and environmental management is 
much larger than previously assumed. A targeted "top-of-the-market," 
high value tourism style can only be sustained if the recreational 
amenities inventory is expanded and the environmental ambiance of the 
Peninsula is not just sustained but improved, a park system is estab
lished, and serious, effective environmental monitoring and management 
are undertaken. 

A tentative amenities agenda requiring attention includes the fol
lowing: 

ExeQutive Summ~y 
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reforestation of damaged or erosion-prone SEP areas 
- roadside and public area landscaping 
- nurseries for the first two items above 
- navigational aids (presuming a marina is built) 
- public jetty and associated parking (recommended for 

White House Bay) 
- customs and immigration facilities/services 

fire, postal and police services 
- signs and sign control 
- hiking trail system, including easements 
- horseback riding trail system, including easements 
- archaeological and historic site development 
- public toilets for SEP day visitors 
- SEP recreational facilities plan 
- SEP visitors centre 
- public beach area at White House Bay. 

KEY ACTION AGENDA ITEMS 

• The Legal Basis for SEP Environmental Protection 
and Development Control 

Prior to commencement of Southeast Peninsula construction projects, 
Government needs to provide the necessary legal and administrative 
framework within which an orderly but also creative process of de
velopment can take place without causing environmental damage. If 
Government either underestimates the dimensions of this task or fails 
to provide sufficient support for implementing land management poli
cies or environment protection programmes, then the integrated devel
opment strategy proposed for the Peninsula will not be achieved. 

Developing the Southeast Peninsula, even in its preliminary planning 
stages, has raised hard questions concerning the legal status of pro
posed parks, protected areas and reserves; coastal/seabed leasing pro
cedures; easements; the private installation of facilities on public 
land (and its opposite); water pollution control and penalties; pre
vention of beach sand mining; ownership of historic artifacts; fee 
schedules for dumping private wastes (dredge spoil) on public property 
(the seabed); oil spills; and erosion damage. Existing St. Kitts and 
Nevis planning and environmental legislation, some very out of date, 
is simply not adequate to deal with many of these issues, and since 
October of 1985 a legal revision and drafting effort has been under
taken by the Attorney General's Office in five areas pertinent to the 
Peninsula's environment and its protection, management and develop
ment. 

Each needs to be completed as soon as possible as the issues they can 
help resolve are starting to surface, and some Peninsula plannng tasks 
are being delayed. 

Exeeutive Summ~y 
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DEVELOPMENT ZONE 

Intensive Use Zone (IUZ) 

Moderate Use Zone (MUZ) 

Limited Use Zone (LUZ) 
(steep land) 

Limited Use Zone (LUZ) 
1) All Ponds* except 

Little Salt Pond 

2) Little Salt Pond 

CONSERVATION ZONE 

Protected Area 
(Nag's Head) 

Special Management Areas: 
- Peaks (6) 
- Ponds (except Little 

Salt Pond) 
- Dunes 
- Beaches 
- Coastal Waters 
- Marine Habitats (3) 
- Hist./Archaeological 

Sites 

SOUTHEAST PENINSULA LAND USE ALLOCATION 

USE TYPE 

Township 
Tourism/Residential/ 1 
Recreation/Marina 
(Little Salt Pond) 

Residential/Tourism/ 
Recreation/Conservation 

Conservation/Residential 
Recreation 

Conservation/Recreation 

USE TYPE 

Wildli fe Reserve 

Conservation/Recreation 
Conservation/Recreation 

Conservation/Recreation 
Conservation/Recreation 
Conservation/Recreation 
Conservation/Recreation 

Conservation/Education 

ACREAGE 

50 

540 

670 

1690 

430 

ACREAGE 

80 

340 
See LUZ 

* Managed as a Conservation Zone/Special Management Area 

DENSITY 

Highest 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Low 

High 

CONTROL 

High 

Medium 
Low 

Medium 
Low 
Low 
Medium 

High 

SLOPE CLASS 

0-20?~ 

20-35?~ 

35?~ - up 

o 



(1) Beach Control Act - lacks accompanying 
regulations to regularize the issuance of near
shore, foreshore and seabed licences and leases. 

(2) Southeast Peninsula Land Development and 
Conservation Act (in draft) - to authorise estab
lishment of SEP Development Policy Board, an En
vironmental Management Unit within the Planning 
Office, and an inter-departmental Technical Review 
Council; also to delegate Planning Office as a
gency responsible for establishing procedures for 
SEP development control, for setting standards, 
and for initiating an application review and en
vironmental impact assessment process. 

(3) Marine Pollution Prevention Act (under 
the Cartagena Convention) - to enable Government 
to deal with undesirable polluting "discharges" 
into marine environments, including those of the 
Peninsula (e.g., sewage, dredge spoil, wrecked 
vessels, oil spills, etc.). 

(4) Fisheries Act (draft regulations under 
review) - to provide monitoring and control au
thorization regarding fisheries, reefs, marine 
parks, underwater marine reserves, including those 
reguiring management in Peninsula waters. 

(5) National Park and Historic Sites Act (in 
draft form) - to provide a legal management frame
work for protected areas on the Peninsula and 
elsewhere in the State • 

• Administrative Concerns and Action Items 

The Government of St. Kitts and Nevis presently confronts the diffi
cult task of rapidly developing new or expanded planning, management, 
marketing and monitoring skills and services. Even a preliminary 
listing of these new or expanded functions will include: 

- tourism facilities permitting procedures 
- establishment of standards and guidelines 
- design and implementation of an EIA process 
- compliance monitoring 
- environmental monitoring 
- protected and public areas management 
- land acquisition and easements 
- tax, licencing and user fee policies 
- legislative reform 
- coordination and leadership. 

Exeeutive Summ~y 
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The last item is the most important of all. The Southeast Peninsula 
development venture is not simply another "project" which can be ad
ministered or handled if a half-dozen otherwise technically skilled 
civil servants try to squeeze a few hours a day out of an already busy 
schedule to deal with the tasks required. It is rather a cluster of 
many diverse, interrelated projects, some very complex and all needing 
proper scheduling, supervision, monitoring and quality control. They 
would best be handled by a full-time administrator or coordinator who 
should, additionally, address the following longer range, more broadly 
conceived and equally important tasks: 

- build the road 
- streamline incentives for guiding private sector 

investment in the Peninsula 
- promote the Peninsula as an asset with development 

potential for the country 
- mobilize public support for the national goals 

associated with the Peninsula's development 
- provide a strategy and objectives for Peninsula 

development 
- develop a SEP/GSKN tourism marketing framework 

and operational plan 
- manage the Peninsula's environment to ensure 

sustainable use for generations (and tourists) 
yet to come. 

It is recommended that GSKN seek external funding support for admin
istration of the Peninsula project and a full-time legal assistant, 
who could be attached to the Attorney General's Office, to assist with 
the sixty to seventy legal negotiations that will as a minimum be re
quired in the next 24 months as Government moves to sort out issues of 
land acquisition, rights-of-way, scenic/conservation/utility ease
ments, licencing, permitting, crown land leasing (foreshore, near
shore), beach setbacks, and more . 

• Environmental and Public Services Planning Agenda 

When the special Peninsula planning tasks outlined in the EAR and the 
LUMP are combined, the progress made to date in "getting ready" for 
road construction and tourism/recreational facility development ap
pears modest when compared to those tasks remaining. The following 
topical, sector, or pollution control plans will be needed in final 
form (with detailed cost figures) within six to twelve months: 

- Feeder Roads Policy and Design Clinked to land "swaps" 
and easements) 

- Sewage Treatment 
- Erosion Control 
- Scenic and Recreational Over-Looks 
- Building Codes (hotels, condos, residential, marina) 
- Peaks, Parks, Protected Areas Management Plans 

ExeQ~ve Summ~q 
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- Peninsula Wildlife (especially sea turtles, birds, monkeys) 
- Access Road Maintenance 
- Beaches and Dune Systems. 

These are not as simple as they might appear. Each one requires sub
stantial input from two or more ministries and cuts across sectoral 
lines. 

• Development Control Issues 

Once the SEP Land Development and Conservation Act is in place, GKSN 
should move rapidly to complete the following undertakings designed to 
assist the Planning Office in creating an orderly Southeast Peninsula 
programme planning, project review, quality control and environmental 
protection strategy. 

(1) Adoption of a Land Use Management Plan for the Southeast 
Peninsula, supported by Environmental Impact Assessment procedures and 
establishment of an Environmental Management Unit within the Planning 
Office to provide an appropriate administrative framework to achieve 
the environmental goals and integrated development strategy proposed 
for the SEP. 

(2) Organisation of the Southeast Peninsula Development Board 
with development policy planning and project review responsibilities 
as outlined in Section 5 and Appendix B of this Plan. 

(3) Formal establishment of a GSKN Technical Review Council to 
provide technical analysis of all SEP project schemes, plans, and 
facilities design. 

Exe~ative Summanlf 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Background 

The Government of St. Christopher and Nevis (GSKN) and the United 
States Government through its Agency for International Development 
(AID) are considering a project to build a penetration road from 
Frigate Bay into the Southeast Peninsula of St. Kitts for the purpose 
of providing access to and stimulating economic development in the 
area. In conformance with U.S. Government regulations (22 CFR Par
agraph 216, AID Environmental Procedures), an Initial Environmental 
Examination (lEE) was completed in June 1985 (Talbot, 1985), and a 
more extensive environmental assessment was undertaken by an Island 
Resources Foundation team of twelve specialists during the closing 
months of 1985. The final Southeast Peninsula Environmental Assess
ment Report (EAR) was submitted to the Government of St. Kitts and 
Nevis and to USAID in early February 1986 (IRF, 1986) and subsequently 
distributed to Southeast Peninsula landowners and other interested 
parties. 

That report concluded that " •.• the proposed road construction will 
not involve unreasonable degradation of the living and non-living 
resources of the Southeast Peninsula and its environs •.. " assuming 
certain conditions designed to protect the environment are met. It 
further concluded that " ... the nature, level and pace of development 
likely to follow completion of the Southeast Peninsula road [would] be 
manageable ••• " if the Government's capacity to manage its environ
mental resources was improved and the rate of tourism growth on the 
Peninsula did not exceed the maximum limit set in the Land Use Man
agement Plan scheduled to follow the Environmental Assessment. 

1.2 Issues and Scope of Work 

On February 13, 1986, the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis, with fi
. nanctal assistance from the United States Agency for International 
Development contracted with Island Resources Foundation of St. Thomas 
and Washington, D.C. to produce a Land Use Management Plan for the 
Southeast Peninsula of St. Kitts. 

Under the terms of the contract, the overall purpose of the Land Use 
Management Plan was: 

(1) to identify intrinsic opportunities and constraints 
to development of the Peninsula; and 

(2) given the anticipated population to be accommodated 
and the development potential of the area, to deter
mine what composite of conservation-recreation
urbanization could avert spoilation, ensure enhance
ment of amenities, and equal the development values 
of uncontrolled growth. 
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Additionally, the following assumptions were specified in the State
ment of Work: 

(1) that public and private powers can be joined 
in partnership to realise this plan; 

(2) that planned growth is more desirable and as 
profitable as unplanned growth; 

(3) that, given the area's scenic value and recre
ational resources, early and uncontrolled speculative 
development associated with the penetration road 
[could] have a devastating effect upon realization of 
the full potential of the Peninsula; 

(4) that the contracting team would rely heavily 
upon recommendations found in the Environmental As
sessment prepared as an antecedent document; 

(5) that the Land Use Management Plan would be 
used to guide land and facility development in proposed 
future uses of the area; 

(6) that although no specific development strategy 
had been elaborated by the Government of St. Kitts and 
Nevis, the contractor essentially would prepare such a 
strategy through the Land Use Management Plan; 

(7) that the contractor should coordinate closely 
with USAID, the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis and 
other donors and potential investors in Southeast 
Peninsula development, so that the costs and conse
quences of various land-use options might be accurately 
evaluated; 

(8) that a locally selected technical resource 
committee would be formed and provide technical as
sistance regarding input to Peninsula development; 

(9) that the contractor would make such pre
sentations as were appropriate before public-interest 
groups in the state regarding the facts of the Envi
ronmental Assessment, Land Use Management Plan and the 
potential for land development on the Peninsula. 

1.3 Terms of Reference 

The specific terms of reference for preparing the Land Use Management 
Plan stated that two broad options for designing the development 
strategy were to be evaluated: 
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(1) Full land and facility development: mass 
tourism development with little conservation 
and some protected recreational areas for 
designated uses. 

(2) Limited land and facility development: strong 
emphasis on conservation, smaller hotel activity 
with many designated use options. 

The broad plan was to include the following land use zones: develop
ment, conservation, recreation, and limited/special uses. The nature 
and sustainability of development was to be based on adequate suita
bility/capability classifications and mapping criteria, resulting in a 
framework for decision-making about which areas can sustain what kind 
of development and why. 

1.4 Operational Factors 

Early in the analysis phase of this project it became clear that the 
full-scale, high intensity development option appeared to be both so
cially and environmentally unacceptable, while the limited land and 
small guest house facility development option generated negative eco
nomic indicators. Therefore, several "in between" options or devel
opment scenarios were selected for further investigation. Based on 
available documentation, two of these alternatives were selected and 
then presented in more detail, with one -- referred to as "the manage
able growth scenario" -- being the preferred model to be employed by 
Government to guide the incremental process of development on the 
Peninsula. 

A total of 13 landowners were consulted (in person, by telephone, and 
by correspondence). Several provided very helpful information and 
cogent recommendations. In addition (as described in more detail in 
Section 4 and particularly in Appendix A), dozens of computer runs 
were made on the various development scenario models, testing their 
sensitivity to key variables which reflected different assumptions and 
conditions. After project activities had commenced, team members 
learned that it was possible available donor funding might only be 
sufficient to construct the more difficult segment of the proposed 
road (from Frigate Bay to White House Bay over the Peninsula's steep 
spine). This contingency resulted in additional computer runs as 
portrayed in Appendix A, Table A-26. 

1.5 Conclusion 

IRF investigators believe, after a nine-month research and planning 
effort focussed on the Southeast Peninsula, that the proposed road 
will serve as an effective stimulant to development. It also offers 
the prospect of serving as a watershed event for the entire country, 
both symbolizing and actualizing the opening up of new national op
portunities. 
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This Southeast Peninsula Land Use Management Plan, even if followed 
carefully, will not guarantee that St. Kitts and Nevis will win, place 
or show in the Eastern Caribbean tourism race. There are too many 
other factors for it to be more than one element in any long-range St. 
Kitts tourism success story. However, using the plan (in company with 
its predecessor document, the Environmental Assessment Report or EAR) 
as guides for developing and protecting key features of the Peninsula 
ecosystem or landscape will guarantee that twenty years from now a new 
generation of Kittitians will still find there wildlife, scenic areas, 
clean water, and open (as opposed to foreclosed) development options. 
The Peninsula will still be a place of curiosity, excitement, green 
spaces, and opportunity -- a place to be proud of and enjoy. 
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2. BACKGROUND ••• AND FOREGROUND 

2.1 The Place: Southeast Peninsula Landscape Features 

In everything, respect the genius of the place. 
(Alexander Pope, Essays on Man, 1733) 

There are only three real island peninsula systems in the Eastern Car
ibbean, and one -- the area extending southward from Vieux Fort, St. 
Lucia is very small and lacks the narrow isthmus of a true peninsula. 
The second, the more rugged and exposed Presque ile de la Caravelle on 
the east coast of Martinique, French West Indies, is over 30 km from 
Fort de France, already partially developed, has few good beaches, no 
leeward coast and cannot begin to compare with St. Kitts' "Presque ile 
de sud-est." 

At one time, of course, the Southeast Peninsula was itself a true is
land -- actually a cluster of seven volcanic islets subsequently 
joined together and to St. Kitts proper by drowned coral reefs topped 
by broadened, flat sedimentary plains. Six interior saline empond
ments are interspersed among gently rounded, mature convex peaks, sev
eral of which are over 500 feet and one over a thousand. Together, 
they visually, but not actually, link St. Kitts to her sister island 
of Nevis. 

The Peninsula is a wonder to behold. There is simply nothing quite 
like it -- undeveloped as it is -- in the entire Eastern Caribbean. 
Within six square miles of mostly open rolling terrain, one finds a 
mosaic of segmented rugged promontories, multiple hills, ridges, val
leys, green pastures, wildlife, salt ponds, eleven light sand beaches, 
five small boat anchorages within ten significant arcuate bays, linear 
coral reef barriers against storm waves to windward and beautiful, 
more diverse patch reefs on a broad sloping submerged shelf to lee
ward. Landscape features are angled, as if by an architect's design, 
across the prevailing wind for optimum natural cooling, and all are 
within ten miles of a jet airport, an urban centre and a deep water 
port. 

It is, all at once, a very special place, a development planner's 
dream and an environmental planner's nightmare -- a dream because of 
its diverse natural features, a nightmare because the Peninsula is 
like some miraculous, recently discovered, self-winding clock that is 
mysteriously kept running by a combination of outside energy forces 
generated by sun, tide, weather, and waves. The Peninsula is about to 
be "fixed" or adjusted to suit special purposes. But we do not yet 
know exactly how it works, which are critical or non-critical parts or 
whether it is tamper-proof. We do know, because it has a lot of work
ing, interlinked parts and has a history of misuse, that it is prudent 
to be cautious when making major changes if we are to avoid interrupt
ing the surviving natural systems. 
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This is, of course, the job of a land use planner, i.e., to determine 
what land can be used without interrupting its associational relation
ships to other parts of the adjacent land system or its surrounding 
environment. Common sense tell us the parts are somehow inter-con
nected. But in the beginning, we usually do not know how or which 
natural and physical linkages are important and which are not. 

2.2 The Problem: What Is Land Use Planning? 

Land use planning procedures for the Southeast Peninsula provide a 
framework for assessing the physical and natural features of the area 
and for determining long-term sustainable uses. These former agricul
tural lands, now virtually unused, have been identified to playa role 
in the future development of St. Kitts and Nevis. Land use planning 
tasks will help to define that role. 

There are two general approaches to land use planning: 

1. The first starts with a specific land use requirement, such 
as the need for a hotel, a marina, a sewage plant or a road (or all 
four at once). This form of land use planning translates the require
ments of the intended use into biophysical site criteria to permit 
measurement of the best "fit" between the anticipated use and the fea
tures of each potential site. 

With this approach, the land use planner addresses not only the ques
tion of where to put a specific activity or facility but where not to 
put it. He or she faces questions of where not to cluster incompat
ible uses or where synergistic or compatible uses could be clustered 
for reasons of efficiency, cost, or reduction of environmental impact. 

2. The second approach starts with a given area of land and fo
cuses on how to use it in an optimum or best-use format. Ancilliary 
issues include: which assemblage or mix of appropriate, sustainable 
uses will promote national and human well-being while at the same time 
guaranteeing an economic return and protection of the natural environ
ment? The task is complicated as the planner attempts to identify al
ernatives and uses that will close off the fewest options for future 
development alternatives and uses. 

A classification system for "suitability assessment" helps to identify 
those portions of land with the greatest potential for rational and 
efficient long-term management by sorting out which lands should be 
retained essentially as they are with minimal human intervention as 
opposed to which lands are suitable for modification in some specified 
format. 

(This land use planning effort for the Southeast Peninsula has em
ployed both of the above approaches, in response to the original terms 
of reference.) 
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An underlying assumption of land use planning is that the natural bio
physical environment represents a functioning ecosystem which may be 
used (and even modified to a degree) in an efficient, safe, and 
pleasantly acceptable manner for human well-being. It assumes that 
some specific pieces of land are more suited to certain uses or modi
fications over the long-run than others. This of course does not re
strict action, but it does suggest that if certain choices are made 
the risk of damage or long-term failure is greater. 

This is especially important for St. Kitts and Nevis because within 
the Eastern Caribbean context there are many examples of failure to 
address these principles and embrace the practice of environmental 
assessment and land suitability analysis. This has resulted in all
too-frequent examples of derelict lands with fertility gone, accel
erated erosion from overbuilt steep slopes, a loss of wildlife species 
and habitat, impaired water quality from sedimentation and other pol
lutants, aggravated flooding, and conflict between incompatible uses. 
Most of these consequences or manifestations of ill-advised actions 
could have been and can be avoided by better land use planning. 

Preparation and dissemination of this Land Use Management Plan will 
not dictate land uses to Government or landowners. The "best use" has 
not been identified. Ecologically-based planning will only suggest an 
array of uses which are suitable and which are not suitable. The spe
ific sustainable use for a given unit of land or the mosaic of uses 
for an entire system should be determined by those directly respons
ible for the land and its development. In the case of the Southeast 
Peninsula this is the group of individual landowners and Government 
resource managers. But they need to be presented with a framework for 
land assessment and land suitability which provides guidelines for 
development. 

2.3 The Procedures: Management Alternatives 

Land use management planning is simply the application phase of land 
use planning -- an exploration and definition of the most effective 
ways to direct changes being made in the landscape. It seeks to en
sure an efficient exchange of information among private and public 
sector interests (leaders, owners, users, beneficiaries and techni
cians) and to accelerate and inform the decision-making process re
garding choices which affect the ecosystem and the state. Some 
choices, of course, should and will be market-driven, but others re
lating to social, political and environmental risks and costs should 
be policy-driven. What is required is balance. 

The land use management planner, therefore, attempting to balance pri
vate and public interests, will establish a range of policy options 
for land use which addresses the following development issues or de
sign questions, in this case for the Southeast Peninsula: 
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(1) The acceptable pace of development (rate of change) 
(2) Quality vs. quantity 
(3) Performance standards 
(4) Incentives and penalties 
(5) Short vs. long-term objectives 
(6) Environmental system gains and losses 
(7) Distribution of gains and losses. 

Once a range of workable and acceptable options has been identified, 
the next step for the planner is not to make the choice but to provide 
guidelines (i.e., the land use management plan) for arriving at deci
sions. The resulting plan is therefore partly like a compass, partly 
like a road map, partly like a travel guide -- it provides a general 
direction and displays alternative routings while alerting the user to 
indicators to watch for enroute. 

When the objectives are established and a consensus exists, the day
to-day technical site-specific land use planning questions are more 
easily resolved because the operating rules are clear and become the 
norm. Exceptions, even conflicts, will emerge, but the point is that 
they are exceptions -- few as opposed to the many. Accepted practices 
dominate, whereas the occasional exception is negotiable. Under such 
conditions, the landscape of the Peninsula and the tourism development 
strategy for the Peninsula are both sustainable, and the Government/ 
private sector partnership will succeed. 

2.4 The Programme: Toward a Strategy 

If the Southeast Peninsula of St. Kitts is a remarkable place as is 
argued in Section 2.1 above (and as documented in the EAR), and since 
undeveloped, scenically well-endowed six square mile peninsulas with 
recreational potential are rather rare, St. Kitts and Nevis has the 
opportunity and perhaps the destiny of creating either a small world
class tourist complex or a small world-class national recreation park. 
In either case, the benefits would be enormous, although different. 

It is suggested that, from a land use planning perspective, perhaps it 
could do both and should do both for practical reasons: namely, that 
neither one can succeed as well without the other. 

Scenario #1: In the best of all possible worlds (which means 
GSKN had the necessary capital), Government would immediately: 

(a) purchase the entire Peninsula; 
(b) declare it a national park; 
(c) install a full-service infrastructure (roads, water 

and power supply systems, riding and hiking trails, 
visitor centres, a jetty, public recreational facilities, 
scenic areas, cricket pitches, a museum, environmental 
research centre, etc.); 



(d) promptly lease back to former landowners on very favour
able long terms 100 to 150 acres of the prime land at each 
of the high tourism potential areas for private sector, 
investment-funded tourism development (smaller superior 
quality hotels, condominiums, guest houses, marinas) with 
incentives for adhering to strict guidelines on siting, 
building design, style; 

(e) market the assembled package 
as a resort system that had in effect entered into a 
"pact with nature" and was as good as or better than 
Caneel Bay (St. John), Little Dix (Virgin Gorda), or 
Dorado Beach (Puerto Rico) 
as a resort-style of the future where the guest is not 
renting a room but access to a full service national 
park/vacation/resort system with diverse amenities, a 
managed environment and a guarantee of quality. 

Scenario #2: In a more practical vein, GSKN could utilize a 
lower cost strategy and: 

(a) announce the establishment of a new Southeast Peninsula 
National Park planning framework (GSKN already owns all 
the surrounding seabed, the beaches and half of Sir 
Timothy Hill and will acquire the road right-of-way as 
well) ; 

(b) install the infrastructure as currently scheduled; 
(c) arrange/negotiate protective conservation easements for 

all areas zoned "limited use zones" or "protected areas" 
(title would reside with the landowner); easements could 
conceivably be exchanged for Government assistance with 
investment loan guarantees, tax concessions, or on a 
fee basis; acquire land for public recreation and service 
faciIi ties; 

(d) appoint a Parks Director and staff (or their equivalents) 
and manage the area as a national recreational park; 

(e) market the package as per (e) above. 

Scenario #3: This option involves a less "highly managed," more 
private sector and market-driven strategy; yet it still requires both 
a significant level of public sector investment in infrastructure 
(road, water, power, trails, jetty, etc.) and a development control/ 
amenities management framework. This scenario reflects the model 
presented in Appendix A of this report (see especially Tables A-19 to 
A-24). The strategy includes the following elements: 

(a) GSKN formalizes the SEP Land Use Plan, the Environmental 
Protection Programme (see EAR), the SEP Integrated Devel
opment Plan, and supporting legislation; 

(b) GSKN confirms SEP road right-of-way, project agreements, 
construction contract, and establishes SEP Development 
Board (see Section 5 and Appendices B-C), with operating 
procedures, rules and regulations; 
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(c) Environmental Management Unit (EMU) is established, environ
mental education programme initiated, and Environmental Im
pact Assessment (EIA) project approval procedures formal
ized; 

(d) SEP environmental monitoring starts with pre-road construc
tion, base line coastal water quality measurements, etc.; 

(e) recreation plan and beach, sea turtle, water, wildlife, 
protected area draft management plans completed; 

(f) SEP trails, wildlife and protected areas easements nego
tiated and management system established; 

(g) SEP marketing plan developed; 
(h) road and public area landscaping, sign control, and 

maintenance plans developed as road nears completion; 
(i) construction of jetty, parking area and public facilities 

at White House Bay commences; 
(j) road is opened. 

The point of the first two scenarios above is to illustrate that the 
Peninsula could be treated and developed both as a special kind of 
national (tourism) park and a tourism/recreational area development 
project. In effect, it could be suggested that the Southeast Penin
sula deserves a development strategy unique to both St. Kitts and 
Nevis and to the Eastern Caribbean. It is a strategy never employed 
elsewhere in the region, although Laurance Rockefeller came close on 
St. John with development of the exclusive Caneel Bay Plantation, sur
rounded and serviced as it is by the Virgin Islands National Park. 
The idea is, at the very least, an option to be evaluated. It is ad
dressed in more detail in Appendices I and L because the approach of
fers an unusual marketing opportunity which targets an up-scale seg
ment of the North American and European tourist markets. 

The third scenario leaves the bulk of promotional and marketing ac
tivities to the private sector (landowners), whose performance should 
be closely monitored and evaluated by GSKN which must be prepared to 
exert accelerating or decelerating influences, as required, to main
tain a manageable pattern of growth and minimal negative impacts. 

2.5 The Plan 

Guidelines for selecting uses compatible with the Peninsula's unique 
ecology are detailed in the Land Use Management Plan which follows. 
Technical data and guidelines are provided in the Appendices. 

The Land Use Maps (Sheets # 1, 2, 3 and 4) and the land use zones dis
played thereon represent preferred broad classifications. Boundaries 
separating distinct zones are neither inviolate or precise lines, but 
when a contrary position is taken, then the burden of proof falls to 
the proponent and will be resolved only after detailed site analysis, 
mapping, and impact assessment procedures are carried out. 



3-1 

3. LAND USE PLAN 

3.1 The Land Classification Framework 

3.1.1 Zonation 

The Southeast Peninsular landscape, excluding submerged shallow near
shore areas, embraces some 3,800 acres -- nearly six square miles of 
largely undeveloped, diverse terrain as described in some detail in 
the SEP Environmental Assessment Report (IRF, 1986). 

While Peninsula landscape diversity is a key component of the area's 
development potential, it is also a problem for the planner seeking to 
determine the range of choices open for putting a large assemblage of 
associated specific sites or pieces of land to their most productive 
use or uses at the lowest possible financial and environmental costs. 
Even using five acre units (the smallest mapping unit employed by the 
SEP Land Use Planning Team), there are 760 land units or parcels to be 
characterized as to specific intrinsic features, each presenting both 
constraints and opportunities. 

For example, on any given five acre unit, a single factor like 
"height" (above sea level) affects accessibility negatively, scenic 
value positively, scenic impact negatively, and natural cooling posi
tively. "Height" also raises the erosion potential and engineering 
costs but lowers the risk of direct impact on beaches and coastal 
water quality and tends to lower the allowable loading density/acre. 
There is a similar spread of positive and negative factors attached to 
other land unit characteristics like spatial/proximal location, slope, 
soil type, vegetation, exposure and height below sea level (ponds and 
submerged lands). These all need to be addressed. 

To accomplish this task, the Land Use Planning team, therefore, under
took a land classification/suitability analysis which, in turn, re
quired a systematic disaggregation or "sorting out" process for the 
3,800 acres to identify differing land characteristics affecting re
source development and management options. Reassembly of the results 
of this process provides a geographic framework of discrete mappable 
development and management units -- two major zones, each having its 
respective sub-zones. They are as follows: 

(1) DEVELOPMENT ZONES 

a) Intensive Use (IUZ) 

b) Moderate Use (MUZ) 

c) Limited Use (LUZ) 

high density tourism, 
township, etc. 

lower density tourism, 
residential, mixed 

low density residential, 
recreation, conservation 



(2) CONSERVATION ZONES 

a) Protected Areas 

b) Special Management Areas 
- Peaks 
- Ponds 
- Dunes 
- Beaches 
- Coastal Waters 
- Marine Habitats 
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nature reserves, requiring 
strict conservation measures 

requiring site specific 
controls, limited con
servation measures and 
selective non-destructive 
uses 

- Historic/Archaeological Sites 

3.1.2 Classification Criteria 

The land use zones listed above were arrived at in the fol
lowing manner. Using the EAR document as a point of departure (which 
had previously identified natural areas and features requiring some 
extensive and some intensive degree of protection), the land use study 
team undertook a more detailed analysis regarding slope, soil, scenic 
and ecosystem features, working at both a 1:2500 and 1:25,000 mapping 
scale and combining site visits, aerial photo interpretation, land
scape photography (color) and extensive interviews with owners, mana
gers, resource users and specialists. 

The first stage in this process, slope analysis, is provided as Figure 
3.1 with Peninsula soils and erosion susceptibility displayed in Fig
ure 3.2 (each accompanied by a explanatory table, Tables 3.1 and 3.2). 
With this information available, it then was possible to establish the 
criteria for determining suitable use types and intensity levels for 
Peninsula landscape. These criteria for delineation of the develop
ment sub-zones included: slope, height, visual impact (scenic ex
posure), and accessibility, with slope being the primary consideration 
(see also Table 3.3). Slope has a direct relationship to soil type 
and depth; both have serious implications for sewage disposal and 
potential erosion caused by construction and access roads. 

This process resulted in the following classifications, to be applied 
as a general rule: 

Slope Class 

0-20% 
20-35% 
35% plus 

Development Sub-zone Classification 

Intensive Use Zone (IUZ) 
Moderate Use (MUZ) 
Limited Use (LUZ). 

Although slope predominated as a preliminary selection criteria for 
classifying development zones, there are cases where visual/scenic or 
environmental considerations override. For example, this is true of 
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Table 3.1. Land slope factors and development options. 

o - 20~6 20 - 35% 3 5~6 + 

BUILDING FEW (1) SOME (2 ) SERIOUS (3) 
CONCEPT CONSTRAINTS CONSTRAINTS CONSTRAINTS 

(except height) 

ACCESS ALL MODES MOST MODES VERY 
(4 ) (5 ) LIMITED (6 ) 

SEWAGE DEPENDING LIMITED VERY 
DISPOSAL ON SUBSOIL OPTIONS LIMITED & 

(7) (8 ) SPECIFIC (9 ) 

(1) Generally few constraints on construction, in shallow coastal 
areas, coastal flooding will need to be taken into consideration. High 
ground water table will in some areas be of concern. 

(2) Some limits on types of construction will be experienced, and the 
cost of construction will increase. Larger structures will be more affect
ed than smaller structures. Erosion hazard becomes a serious concern, and 
site development will need to be closely monitored and controlled. All 
development activities need to be designed to result in minimum eart-h-
change. 

(3) In this slope range, normal concepts do not function. Develop
ment activities become increasingly costly and disruptive to the environ
ment. Vertical construction components (like columns) must compensate for 
differences in land elevation. Excavation needs to be kept to the absolute 
minimum to control soil erosion. Special building design concepts and con
struction methods need to be employed. Earth moving equipment should not 
be used; excavation for footings/foundations should be carried out with 
hand tools or power assisted tools. Erosio~ hazard is severe (see Lang and 
Carroll, 1966). Engineering considerations take precedence over design 
.£oncep...!:~. 

(4) Pedestrian and vehicular access to facilities and buildings will 
have few if any constraints. Cost will likewise be minimal. 

(5) Vehicular access becomes more difficult or alternatively costly 
if installed to reasonably good standards, including good drainage facili
ties. Drainage swales require protection from water erosion. Fill slopes 
must either be sufficiently shallow (less than 50%) to be stabilized by 
vegetation or, if steeper, retaining walls or other structures are required 
to lessen the slope. As the slope increases, cuts into hillsides become 
deeper and result in a visual intrusion upon the landscape. Accessibility 
by heavier vehicles becomes increasingly problematic. Cluster development 
is recommended to minimize site disturbance and site development costs. 

(6) Access to dwellings will be by pedestrian walks or special con
veyances. Vehicular access will generally not be feasible. Special provi
sions need to be made for emergency services; Only clustered development 
will be appropriate. 

(7) Sewage disposal (septic tanks, seep-aways) can be utilized if 
appropriate soil exists in the absence of high groundwater tables. Site 
specific percolation tests will need to be done. The planting of hydro
philic plants (bananas, sugarcane) over soak-aways will minimize disposal 
problems. Based on Lang and Carroll (1966), most of the soils in this 
range are Loam and Clay Loam with high permeabilities; however, the water 
table is also close to the surface. 

(8) Limited options exist since with increasing slopes the soil cover 
becomes less thick. Over rocks much of the soil is Fine Sandy Loan (Lang 
and Carroll, 1966) with depth to rock from 12" to 36". If drain fields are 
utilized, special attention will need to be taken in the design and con
struction; otherwise sewage effluent may surface and pose a nuisance and 
health hazard. 

(9) Sewage disposal only by sewage collection systems and treatment 
at a common facility. Other options would be composting toilets or other 
facilities where no disposal into the ground is required. 



Table 3.2. Characteristics of St. Kitts, Southeast Peninsula soil mapping units (see also Figure 3.2). 

Map Soil Dominant Drainage Any High Moisture Root Erosion Genera 1 Any Special Stones-
Symbol Type Slope Through Water Supplying Limiting Hazard Fertil ity Management Boulders 

Range Soil Table Capacity Layer Problems 

1. Cockleshell 0-2 Very Rapid Very low Nil Danger of wind Low Low fertility; Nil 
Bay Loamy degrees erosion if clean windblast 
Sand cultivated 

2. Frigate Bay 0-2 Very Rapid Very low Nil Danger of wind Low Low fertility; Nil 
Loamy Sand degrees erosion if clean windblast 

cultivated 

w 
3. Bird Rock 2-10 Rapid Low Nil Gullying on Moderate Moisture Genera lly I 

m 
Loamy Sand degrees steeper slopes conservation; stony and 

stoniness boul dery 

27. Conaree Hills 2-10 Moderate Moderate Solid Moderately Moderately Stoniness Genera lly sto ny 
Loam degrees parent low low and bou 1 der y 

material 

28. Sir Timothy's 15-35 Moderate Moderate to Solid Topsoi 1 Low Shallow Soil Stony & bouldery 
Clay Loam degress low parent easily lost on steep slopes with rock out-

material crops 

30. Sa lt Pond 0-2 Rapid Usua 11y Moderate, Nil Very Low Low Low fertility; Nil 
Sand and degrees below but water salinity 
Loamy Sand 2'-3' usua 11y 

brackish 

32. Friar's Bay 0-2 Very slow Usually High, Wet, Very Low Very Excessive Nil 
Clay and degress at 6" brackish saline low salinity 
Si lty Cl ay or less water soil 

Source: Adapted from Lang and Carroll, 1966 (Appendix A). For Southeast Peninsula geological features, see Figure 2.3 in Island Resources 
Foundation, Environmental Assessment Report, 1986. 
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Table 3.3. Criteria for determination of development zones. 

Development Zones 

Intensive Moderate Limited 
CRITERIA Use Use Use 

(IUZ) (MUZ) (LUZ)* 

Slope 

o - 2m~ Encouraged/Yes Encouraged/Yes Encouraged/Yes 

20 - 35~~ Allowed in speci- Allowed/Yes Allowed/Yes 
fic locations/Yes 

35% Plus None None Allowed/Yes 

Visual 
Scenic Negligible Moderate High 
Impact 

Road Unrestricted Unrestricted Restricted and 
Access in all areas in most areas difficult in 

most areas 

* Areas designated for Limited Use are characteristically vulnerable 
to high visual scenic impacts that may irreparably damage and depreci
ate the landscape. 
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the Nag's Head peninsula (see SEP Land Use Map #3) where small areas 
of less than 20% slopes are included in the MUZ. Intensive, obtrusive 
uses on the highly exposed plateaus of this sub-peninsula would pro
duce an undesirable negative visual impact on the entire SEP land
scape. At other locations, both the physical difficulties and the 
cost in constructing environmentally damaging access roads may dis
courage building in certain smaller areas even though they have ac
ceptable slope conditions. Therefore, only readily accessible areas 
have been identified as prime candidates for intensive uses and have 
been designated as such on the accompanying Land Use Maps. 

As noted above, because of the scale used for mapping, areas less than 
five acres have not been separately delineated. It is possible, 
therefore, that very small areas having the potential for intensive 
use may not be so designated if only the slope class is used as a 
criterion. In reviewing development applications for such areas, it 
will be necessary for the Planning Unit or any other designated 
Authority to consider all the criteria for determining acceptable 
levels of use so as to arrive at decisions that are both fair to land
owners but not injurious to the landscape, including that surrounding 
or adjacent to the parcel in question. 

3.1.3 Suitability and Use Criteria 

Additional criteria utilized in the classification system re
late to the land's capacity and suitability to support certain pro
spective uses on a sustained, longer term basis without requiring 
costly compensatory or remedial interventions. The dominant generic 
use proposed for the Peninsula's 3,800 acres is as a tourism/recrea
tional complex. This is an older, much vetted idea going back several 
decades. Nearly 18 years have passed since the then Government of St. 
Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla first commissioned and paid the British firm of 
Brimer, Martin, Maggs, Keeble and Partners to prepare a design and 
cost estimate for "A Road to Cockleshell Bay From Frigate Bay, St. 
Kitts" (May 1968), and separately commissioned a land use and tourism 
development plan. Since that time, at least six other road and/or 
large-scale tourism development schemes have been commissioned or 
received by Government (see Beard Dove, 1981 and Preinvest, 1985). 

These older assumptions regarding the tourism development potential of 
the Peninsula have been confirmed by this study and therefore have 
contributed to shaping the land classification criteria used by 
eliminating from our consideration other possible but incompatible 
uses (such as light industry) and by elevating the significance of 
selected features such as scenic ambiance, skyline integrity, and 
environmental quality. 

In sum, the analysis criteria and standards for allocating appropriate 
suitable tourism "uses" on the Peninsula are higher and in some cases 
different as it is essential to prevent environmental degradation from 
both site specific but also cumulative, aggregate effects on the sys
tem. Therefore, this plan has been (and future Peninsula development 
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should be) guided by a number of key principles in selecting land 
areas to be converted to new uses. 

(1) While perhaps half of the area is too 
steep or too fragile or too critical a habitat to 
develop, a significant portion is similar to Fri
gate Bay in geology, topography and other land
scape characteristics and could readily satisfy 
the demands for tourism accommodation units, first 
and second residential homes, and recreational 
services for the next 20 years, based on projected 
demand. 

(2) Frigate Bay style development, with 
respect to both hotel and residential density, 
should be employed only in designated intensive 
and moderate use zones to minimize the urbaniza
tion of the SEP. Subdivision developments with 
small lots, 4,000 to 7,000 sq. ft., such as those 
at Bird Rock, Harbour View or Suncrest, should be 
confined to the intensive use zone only. 

(3) Intensive clustering strategies of built 
facilities are generally preferable to dispersed 
siting patterns and the sprawl phenomena. Green 
spaces are vital to all zones, however, even the 
urban/intensive use zones. 

(4) Large-scale development projects on the 
Peninsula should be spread over the longest pos
sible time frame and should be designed to be car
ried forward in stages, to reduce temporally con
centrated impacts and encourage mid-project re
design if necessary. 

lone classification and use criteria for conservation areas were de
rived principally from the findings of the SEP Environmental Assess
ment Report but have been modified to reflect the following considera
tions and assumptions arising out of the land use planning experience. 

(1) Landscape features and habitats con
sidered critical to maintaining the Peninsula's 
natural system as required by the anticipated 
tourists and local recreational users, have been 
identified. 

(2) As demarcated in this Plan, conserva
tion zones include a broad spectrum of areas from 
strict reserves (with little direct human access 
and use) to sensitive segments of the LUl's, 
MUl's, and IUl's (e.g., peaks, beaches, ponds, and 
archaeological/historical sites) requiring spec-
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ial, focussed conservation practices if antici
pated use levels are to be maintained without 
inducing or accelerating adverse environmental 
impacts. 

3.2 Development Zones 

The land use scheme proposed would allow development to occur in over 
three-quarters of the SEP, thereby giving landowners a wide degree of 
flexibility and options. However, good land management requires that 
the intensity type of development be varied to achieve both harmony 
and functional objectives in land use. Thus, three zones of varying 
development intensities are suggested. The SEP Land Use Maps (Sheets 
HI, 2, 3) show the location and boundary delineation of these three 
zones. The approximate acreage assigned to each gives some indication 
of the potential for development of the area (see also Table 3.4 which 
shows the land uses allowed for each zone): 

Development Zone Approximate Acreage 

Intensive Use (IUZ) 50 acres - township 
540 acres - tourism, etc. 

Moderate Use (MUZ) 670 acres 

Limited Use (LUZ) 2120 acres 

While zone classifications are firm, zone boundaries should be con
sidered as approximate to reflect the margin of error implicit in our 
aerial photo interpretation, mapping scales, and limited on-site geo
referencing capabilities during ground-truthing field work. It should 
be noted that while land uses are prescribed by zones, site specific 
recommendations are not made. Therefore, the authority responsible 
for development control of the SEP will be required to exercise 
judgement in reviewing applications for specific locations to ensure 
that proposed development is environmentally compatible with the site, 
conflicts are kept to a minimum, and impact mitigation measures are 
planned and executed. 

As specified in the EAR and in Table 5.1, building guidelines, per
mitting rules and regulations and, for larger projects or any project 
in high risk areas (such as a conservation zone/special management 
area), an Environmental Impact Assessment process will need to be in 
place to assist the Planning Office or an appropriately designated 
control authority. 

3.2.1 Intensive Use Zone (IUZ) 

The designated IUZ will bear the main development thrust on the 
SEP. Most land uses are allowed in the zone with the exception of 
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Table 3.4. Permitted land use by development zones. 

Development Zones 
Intensive Moderate 

Use Use L AND USE 
CATEGORIES (IUZ) (MUZ) 

TOURISM 

Hotels X X 
-Guest Houses X X 
Tourism Condos X X 
Other Tourism 
Related, e. g. , 
restaurants, bars 
discos, watersports X X 

RESIDENTIAL 

Residential Condos X X 
Other Cluster 

Developments X X 
Subdivisions X X 
Single Lot Residences X X 

URBAN TOWNSHIP 

Commercial X 
High Density Residen-
tial, e. g. , Apartments X 
Marina X 
Other Urban 
e. g., Public buildings, 
Parking X 

LIMITED COMMERCIAL 
(Outside Township) 

e. g. , Restaurants, 
Bars, Clubs X X 

RECREATION 

Golf Couse X 
Tennis Courts X X 
Horseback Riding (Trails)X X 
Hiking (Trails) X 
Campi ng X 
Hunting X 
Scenic Lookout Facility X 
Beach Recreation X X 

MI XED USES 

Farming X X 
Green Houses X X 
Nurseries X X 
Mariculture X X 

* Allowed only under strict density guidelines. 

Limi ted 
Use 

(LUZ) 

X* 

X* 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X. 
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those producing high noise levels, noxious odors or public health 
hazards such as toxic discharges, which by their nature do not fit. 
Based on the land capability analysis of the SEP, and considering 
Government's policy to expand the tourism sector, the predominant 
activity in the zone will be tourism and its associated uses. Resi
dential development for first and second homes is expected to be a
nother major land use. Land use in the IUZ can be relatively more in
tense (although green space should still be provided for) and in the 
case of a town or "urban" area at White House Bay more mixed than in 
other zones (to encourage a concentration of commercial and service 
functions and discourage sprawl and linear development of these activ
ities along access roads which should be well landscaped "parkways"). 

Therefore, the planned evolution of a commercial village centre within 
a township (Salt Pond Village?) at White House Bay is suggested. The 
distance of Basseterre from the major IUZ at the Great Salt Pond area 
justifies a more convenient location of commercial and public services 
in close proximity to the targeted clientele. The likely proximity of 
a marina and public jetty and marine transport node reinforces this 
concept. The "township" would allow economies of scale on investment 
in urban infrastructure and would lower the risk to tourism and resi
dential real estate values due to uncontrolled, decentralized commer
cial development. 

Even outside the boundaries of the town, the allowed densities within 
the IUZ would be greater than those of the MUZ and LUZ. Maximum al
lowable densities for hotels/condos and residences are given in Table 
3.5. For the IUZ thirty-five (35) rooms/units and seventy (70) beds 
per acre is the maximum allowed density for hotels and condominiums. 
For residential development, the maximum unit/acre density is eight. 
This does not mean that 8 units/acre developments will be allowed at 
all sites within the IUZ. Rather, the development control authority 
must exercise discretion on the compatibility of each proposed de
velopment project with the site on which it will be located. 

The density limits imposed on the IUZ would not necessarily have to 
apply to the town area (yet to be demarcated), which could be allowed 
urban level densities approaching those of Basseterre, Sandy Point and 
other urban sites, that is, in respect of rooms/acre, site coverage 
and gross floor area ratios. It is premature at this time to specify 
precisely town density limits or height restrictions, but as an in
terim measure until a formal town plan is developed, it is suggested 
that the basic IUZ rules apply. 

The White House Bay township should be planned to accommodate commer
cial and social services warranted by development of the Peninsula. 
Residential development in the town will emerge as a matter of course 
since people have a tendency to gravitate toward growth centres. The 
proposed township is identified on the land use map, but in order to 
guarantee that it will be adequately laid out and serviced with infra
structure, the following steps are necessary: 



Table 3.5. Maximum allowable densities for hotels/condominiums and residences. 

Hotels/Condos Res i dences( 1 ) 

I 

Gross FAR 
( ) 

Gross FAR (4). Height 
<lJ ~ VI (Storeys) <lJ s.. <lJ VI E>, - <lJ s.. U 0> >, cr:: +-' 0> 

U c:( 10 +-'<lJ .~ "" 10 
c:( ....... s.. .£: s.. ~~ cJ) s.. ....... VI <lJ <lJ (Z}~ .s m·~ +-'<lJ +-' +-' <lJ <lJ 

( Z) VI "0 +-'> +-'u .~ s.. .~ 0 +-'> (Z E <lJ .~ 0 Fl ats Sl ope~ ~ ~ Om c u c~ .~ 0 
cr:: co Ul U I- I..J.... ::::> c:( ::::>0.. UlU Flats Slopes Flats Slopes 

Intensive Use Zone (IUZ) 35 70 60% 1.2 N/A 3 250 8 1 50% 1.0 N/A 2 N/A 

Moderate Use Zone (MUZ) 18 36 60% 1.0 1.2 2 50 4 1 25% .50 .50 2 2 
, 

limited Use Zone (LUZ) N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 1 25% N/A .30 N/A 2 
I --- --- ------

(l)Density Requirements for Residential Condos, Apartments and Other Cluster Type Developments Should be Similar to Hotel Condos, 
for IUZs and MUZs. 

Distance between such buildings should be: 30 ft. 1 storey building 
45 ft. 2 storey building 
60 ft. 3 storey building 

(Z)Slopes would be land above 20%. 

(3)More units can be allowed in cluster type development as long as overall density limit of 2 units/acre is not surpassed. 

(4) Floor Area Ratio 

W 
I -W 
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(a) Agreement by the landowner(s) to undertake the town project 
as a real estate commercial venture, that is, in preference to land 
acquisition and development by Government. 

(b) Preparation of a master plan, outlining land uses, infra
structure requirements, economic and financial feasibility and re
flecting long-term GSKN objectives. 

(c) Government incentives and conditions, details of which must 
be worked out. 

(d) A commitment by Government to purchase selected land parcels 
for public purposes. Government may choose to provide the infrastruc
ture in exchange or partial exchange for land it needs. 

As conceptualized, the town would include: 

A public jetty, with supporting public parking, cargo 
storage area, toilets, dockmaster's office, Fisheries 
Unit office and workshop 

Official Port of Entry status, with immigration and customs 
services 

A Government complex, housing police, fire services, Public 
Works, a visitors centre, and other public service activities 

The White House Bay beach recreation/commercial park 

Shopping, banking and other commercial and service es
tablishments 

Marina at Little Salt Pond 

Road link to the Great Salt Pond ring road and green belt. 

The remalnlng designated IUZ's comprise five areas, with their respec
tive subdivisions as shown below. Table 3.6 shows the assumed poten
tial of the various subdivisions or sub-zones. The potentials indi
cated are based on preliminary assessments, subject to modification by 
the GSKN/Planning Unit. 

The IUZ sub-zones are: 

(1) Immediate Great Salt Pond area, including: 

WhiteHouse Bay 
Sand Bank Bay 
Surrounding Slopes 
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-Great Sa1t Pond 
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FLEMING ESTATE AREA 
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(2) Fleming Estate area, including: 

Banana Bay 
Cockleshell Bay 
Mosquito Bay 
Fleming Estate and Adjacent Valley 
Surrounding Slopes 

(3) Major's Bay area, including: 

Major's Bay 
Adjacent Valley 
Surrounding Slopes 

(4) Friar's Bay area, including: 

South Friar's Bay 
North Friar's Bay 
Slopes north and south of Friar's Valley 

(5) Canoe Bay area. 

Immediate Great Salt Pond Area. The major natural feature of this 
portion of the SEP is the Great Salt Pond itself. It is surrounded by 
the IUZ but is itself a Conservation Zone/Special Management Area and 
addressed in Section 3.3 below and in Appendix H. Over 300 hundred 
acres, the pond gives the impression of a crater lake (which it may 
be), providing character to the immediate Salt Pond area and important 
scenic vistas from the surrounding slopes. 

To the west, Little Salt Pond has been classified in the IUZ because 
of its small watershed and capacity for development as a marina with 
over 300 berths (see also Appendix H). The marina would be an inte
gral part of the adjacent township and public jetty at White House 
Bay, scheduled to be the major entrance to the southern part of the 
Peninsula by land or sea. It is the only salt pond not formally 
designated a Special Management Area -- although once opened as a 
marina, it will nonetheless require careful environmental monitoring 
and management. To the northeast of the Great Salt Pond is Sand Bank 
Bay and adjacent lands, offering a prime site for one or two hotels. 
To the southwest, the frontal hills of the Nag's Head peninsula area 
(facing the Little and Great Salt Ponds) offer promising development 
sites. 

Fleming Estate Area. This area contains the largest expanse of 
flat lands on the Peninsula. It offers scope for the building of a 
golf course, which would readily complement the potential for tourism 
development at Sand Bank, Mosquito, Cockleshell and Banana Bays. Two 
small hotels already exist at Cockleshell and Banana Bays, and owners 
of the northeastern portion of Mosquito Bay have expressed intention 
to build a 60-70 room hotel. The existing double salt pond inland of 
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Scotch Bonnet and Whale Back Hill also provides a possible, but mar
ginally desirable alternative to the Little Salt Pond for development 
of a marina. 

Residential development of all kinds could be accommodated in the flat 
areas as well as the slopes. The area could easily accommodate agri
cultural uses having links to tourism, particularly those of a high
tech nature (for example, hydroponics). Traditional farming is also a 
possible use, although limited due to anticipated escalating land 
values which are likely to render farming uncompetitive. 

Major's Bay Area. A wide range of intensive uses could also 
occur on the flat areas and adjacent slopes of Major's Bay. However, 
its tourism potential is less than most other areas in the IUZ, pri
marily because the position of the Major's Bay pond immediately behind 
the beach leaves only a very narrow band of land for development of 
beach related facilities. The pond has some potential as a marina but 
is a more risky site than Little Salt Pond. 

The lower slopes on the eastern portion of the adjacent valley, which 
are classified in the MUZ, are not well ventilated and are therefore 
less attractive as building sites than slopes in the immediate Great 
Salt Pond area and in certain parts of Fleming Estate. The steeper 
slopes on the west side of the pond and valley are more dramatic and 
better cooled but also are highly erodible, so building in that area 
should be done very discriminately and employing very strict soil and 
habitat conservation measures. 

Friar's Bay Area. Owners of the land at Friar's Bay have already 
indicated their intention to construct one or two fairly large hotels. 
While Friar's Bay has two of the Peninsula's outstanding beaches, its 
fragile environment -- the major defence for which is the North and 
South Friar's Bay dune systems -- limits the scale and scope of devel
opment possible on the flat valley area without significant environ
mental alterations and risk of flooding during severe storms. In any 
development, major and permanent buildings should be restricted mainly 
to the lower slopes facing the lowland area. The slopes are, inciden
tally, well ventilated. An Environmental Impact Assessment study 
should precede approval of any development plans. 

Canoe Bay. Canoe Bay is the only identified IUZ on the spine of 
the Peninsula. Access to it will be more difficult than all other IUZ 
areas. It is relatively small, but nevertheless could accommodate a 
medium size hotel or residential project. The lands sloping up from 
the Canoe Bay IUZ are classified within the LUZ, but would make fairly 
attractive residential building sites, at suitable densities, and 
would complement uses in the IUZ area. 

3.2.2 Moderate Use Zone (MUZ) 

Most of the land uses that can occur within the IUZ would also 
be allowed for the MUZ, with a few exceptions, i.e., urban uses and a 
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golf course. On the other hand, some recreation uses suitable for the 
MUZ and LUZ, such as hiking, camping, and hunting, are not expected to 
occur in the ruz. Apart from these, the difference between the ruz 
and MUZ lies mainly in the intensity of use, which is determined by 
density limits (see Table 3.5). 

For example, 18 rooms/units and 36 beds per acre, respectively, are 
allowed in MUZ areas, while comparable figures for the ruz are 35 and 
70. Maximum unit/acre density for residences is 4 against 8 for the 
ruz and site coverage for residences is 25% for MUZ areas and 50% for 
the ruz. 

The slope range of the MUZ is 20 - 35%, making building slightly more 
difficult and costly than in ruz areas. Access to building sites is 
more restricted, and the environmental consequences linked to building 
homes, hotels, and roads are generally more severe. Unless appropri
ate measures are taken, erosion may be accelerated during construc
tion, natural drainage may be impaired and soil conditions may not 
allow sewage wastes to be filtered without the threat of pollution 
(see Appendix E). Special standards for access and service road de
sign, to minimize erosion and runoff borne sediment transport, should 
be required in this zone -- especially when slopes over 25% are en
countered 

3.2.3 Limited Use Zone (LUZ) 

Most of the LUZ is land with slopes over 35%, which implies 
difficult and costly access, as well as very high building costs, 
perhaps 25% to 40% higher than building in flat areas. Building in 
LUZ areas with excessively steep slopes will present serious engi
neering and environmental management problems. Such areas are erosion 
prone and not readily conducive to sewage disposal by conventional 
means, i.e., septic tanks and soakaways. 

For these reasons, tourism development is not recommended for the LUZ. 
Residential development for condominiums and other forms of cluster 
residential configurations should be carefully controlled by the spe
cial density criteria established for LUZ areas. Large-scale subdi
visions should be discouraged. Apart from residences, building con
struction should be mainly confined to recreational uses, such as 
scenic lookout facilities. 

The negative scenic or visual impact of all large structures, exten
sive clearing and access roads within LUZ areas will be readily dis
cernable from vantage points on both land and sea. Therefore, land 
management should of necessity be very strict if scenic qualities, 
important to the attractiveness of the Peninsula, are to be main
tained. Development control of LUZ areas should, among other things, 
seek to: 

- protect highly erodible soils and seek to encourage forest 
regrowth through landscaping and reforestation; 
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- protect areas of outstanding natural beauty, e.g., the 
northern slopes of Sugar Loaf Hill; 

- minimize impacts that diminish scenic quality; 

- protect remaining stands of dry forest, e.g., Major's Bay; 
this should also apply to dry forest areas in the IUZ and MUZ 
(see Environmental Assessment Report). 

3.3 Conservation Zones 

3.3.1 Links to Development 

The spatial distribution and required conservation strategies 
for the unique physical, natural, and cultural features of the South
east Peninsula were addressed extensively in the Environmental 
Assessment Report (Section 5.6). Those findings are incorporated here 
by reference as they shaped the design of the following Conservation 
Zone land use designations which provide for two zonal classifica
tions. 

(1) Protected Areas (Nag's Head Wildlife Reserve) 

(2) Special Management Areas, which encompass a total of 
seven different subdivisions: 

- peaks (6) 
- salt ponds (5) 
- dunes (all) 
- beaches (all) 
- coastal waters (all) 
- marine habitats (3) 
- historical/archaeological sites (15). 

Each resource grouping represents a Peninsula 
resource for which there exists a combination of 
intrinsic value plus threat from projected de
velopment impacts sufficient to warrant "special 
management" status and conservation oriented mon
itoring and controls. 

The effective development and management of the various types of con
servation zones constitutes a significant component of the overall 
land use strategy for the Southeast Peninsula. The task of managing 
such areas complements the style of tourism to be pursued on the 
Peninsula as it provides a setting for recreational amenities essen
tial to the success of the tourism strategy. How this is to be done 
presents a major challenge that will require close collaboration 
between the public and private sectors. 



3-20 

3.3.2 Protected Areas 

Although the EAR suggested several such possible areas, only 
one has survived the final Land Use Planning Team's screening process 
for strict reserve status, namely, the proposed Nag's Head Wildlife 
Reserve. This frigate bird and pelican nesting area on the southerly 
tip and southwesterly coast of the Nag's Head Peninsula comprises ap
proximately 80 acres (see Land Use Map #3). Since it is privately 
owned land, it is fortunate that the owner has expressed an interest 
in seeing the area set aside as a wildlife reserve or park. This 
should be confirmed by a formal conservation easement arrangement as 
soon as possible. Monitoring requirements remain the same as speci
fied in the EAR. 

The three previously proposed "marine protected areas" (Friar's Bay, 
Guana Point and Major's Bay) have not been dropped altogether but 
shifted to Special Management Area status (see below). The proposed 
Canoe Bay reserve has been dropped based on reexamination of nesting 
data and because the new Fisheries Regulations include a moritorium on 
all turtle harvesting in St. Kitts and Nevis. Turtle nesting at 
Canoe, as at all the other sites identified in the EAR, should be 
monitored and protected by the Fisheries Unit. 

At some later date, it may be necessary to provide "Protected Area" 
status to one or more of the sites, habitats or landscape features 
listed below under Special Management Areas, but such action is not 
necessary (or defensible) until more systematic research is under
taken. 

3.3.3 Special Management Areas 

Peaks - The pleasing visual effect that one encounters on the 
Southeast Peninsula draws upon the harmony of salt ponds, beaches, 
coastal indentations, and most of all upon the overwhelming shapes and 
configurations of its landscape. The major peaks, Timothy Hill, Salt 
Pond Hill, St. Anthony's Hill and Sugar Loaf Hill, are imposing and 
significant features of this landscape. 

One important land management principle should be to protect the 
scenic effect of the whole by preserving the intrinsic value of the 
peaks in particular, maintaining their present undeveloped state. The 
integrity of the peaks could be guaranteed if only certain, non-intru
sive recreational uses are permitted above an identified elevation. 
The recommended contour level (height above sea level) above which 
there should be no significant development is: 
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Easement Height Easement Acreage 
(approximate) 

Timothy Hill 400 feet 35 acres 
Salt Pond Hill 500 feet 125 acres 
St. Anthony's Peak 600 feet 126 acres 
Sugar Loaf Hill 300 feet 40 acres 
Rock Hill 450 feet 4 acres 
Long Hill 500 feet 10 acres 

Total 340 acres 

The tops of many of the gracefully rounded hills have less than 20% 
slope -- even less than 10% -- and technically, using only the slope 
criterion, they qualify as high intensity use areas. However, road 
access would require extensive road building through steep terrain 

often greater than 35% slope. 

In addition to protecting the major peaks, once the access road is 
built, it may be useful and possible to identify other selected areas 
of undisputed scenic beauty for "special management" status to help 
maintain the SEP as an outstanding tourist attraction. After a par
ticular hotel is sited, for example, it could be determined that prom
ontories or skylines visible· from the hotel as sited should be pro
tected. In this case, a conservation easement might be negotiated 
(with compensation if development rights are lost). 

Ponds - There are approximately 430 acres of salt ponds on the 
Southeast Peninsula. 

- Friar's Bay 5.6 acres 
- Mosquito Bay 16.5 acres 
- Cockleshell Bay 18.4 acres 
- Great Salt Pond 309.5 acres 
- Major's Bay 28.6 acres 
- Little Salt Pond 52.5 acres 

While the pond systems are technically included in the Limited Use 
Zones (LUZ), they also are sufficiently critical as wildlife habitats 
and sediment traps to warrant classification as Special Management 
Areas, requiring close monitoring, selective use and careful manage
ment. Specific use guidelines are provided in Appendix H (see also 
the EAR, Section 4.7). Additionally, a salt pond monitoring programme 
should be mounted by the proposed GSKN Environmental Management Unit 
and at the end of a two year cycle long-term management plans should 
be developed for each pond. 

In its present state, the Great Salt Pond constitutes a major asset as 
is to adjacent real estate and land values and as is to the environ
ment (functioning as a sediment trap and avian habitat). Under no 
circumstances should the Great Salt Pond be dredged or opened up. 
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With the possible exceptions of Artemia (brine shrimp) mariculture and 
benign recreational uses, it should be kept undeveloped. 

In constructing the recommended ring road around the Great Salt Pond, 
a circumferencial green belt of about 30 metres wide will be created 
as a buffer, open space and wildlife area suitable for wading birds 
and terns. Edges should be landscaped where necessary, but generally 
left in its natural state, remembering that pond boundaries vary from 
wet to dry seasons and over the years. Park land will enhance the 
area aesthetically and become a focal point for relaxation by area 
residents. Nothing should "interrupt" the view of the pond from its 
surrounding hills and vantage points. Its open expansive serenity is 
a "resource" to be protected for all to enjoy. 

On the eastern side of the pond, the belt will give way to the ex
isting wetland and bird habitat which is to remain in its natural 
state. On the southern side, a boardwalk could be constructed from 
the green belt to the small island that is situated in the pond as a 
wildlife "viewing platform." 

Dunes and Beaches - See Appendix K and EAR, Section 2.3. 

Coastal Waters - Although not so designated on the Land Use 
Maps which accompany this report, all coastal waters -- and especially 
those bay waters at the base of all major watersheds scheduled for 
road and facility development -- need to be classified as Special Man
agement Areas and considered a Conservation Zone. Close monitoring of 
water quality, with well established antecedent base line data, must 
be undertaken, as outlined in the EAR, Section 5.7. 

Marine Habitats - Three specific marine sites are, in effect, 
designated as Special Management Areas. In these particular cases, 
the sites represent submerged land use Conservation Zones. Because of 
the new Fisheries Regulations permitting the establishment of "closed" 
(management) areas (see Appendix C), this terminology is used for the 
the marine habitats. 

(1) The concept for and area of a South Friar's Bay Marine 
Reserve, proposed in the EAR as a managed habitat for juvenile conch, 
has been changed in light of the new draft Fisheries Regulations. A 
larger area stretching from South Friar's Bay to Ft. Thomas Point is 
recommended as an area to be "closed" to conch fishing. It will be 
managed by the Fisheries Unit and subjected to continuing research 
regarding its efficacy and any needed boundary adjustments. 

(2) The Guana Point Marine Reserve recommendation remains un
changed except that we suggest an immediate study of key water quality 
parameters (especially turbidity) so the area can be used as a base 
line in the programme for monitoring the erosion/sediment/run-off im
pacts from road construction activities on the Peninsula. 
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(3) The Major's Bay protected area recommendation has been 
changed to a "closed area" status, and we suggest that seining also be 
classified as a prohibited use while the area remains closed. 

Historic and Archaeological Sites - The recommendations made in 
the EAR stand, but are supplemented by the following management recom
mendations: 

(1) Formal "conservation easements" should be negotiated with the 
landowners for each site; 

(2) All Environmental Impact Assessments submitted for projects 
on land parcels containing such sites as identified in the EAR must 
address the question of projected impacts upon and preservation stra
tegies for these sites if they are situated in the same watershed as 
the proposed development project. 

3.3.4 Conservation Zone Management Alternatives 

Some combination of concerned landowners, the GSKN Fisheries 
Unit and the Planning Office's projected Environmental Management Unit 
could conceivably, through cooperative division of effort, divide the 
responsibilities for monitoring and managing the wide spectrum of Con
servation Zones listed above. This may be a way to start, but it will 
not work well in the absence of a trained and permanent cognizant na
tional parks and recreation authority, backed by legislation and fund
ing. One alternative, based on the new draft GSKN "national parks" 
legislation,is outlined in Appendix C (Section C.5). A second alter
native, which combines park and protected area management with SEP 
public recreational area and facilities development and management, is 
structured as a not-for-profit, limited company. This alternative is 
discussed at the end of Section 3.6. 

3.4 Access Road Landscaping and Lookouts 

Apart from its access and transportation value, the SEP road could 
emerge as an important scenic route, which can be substantially im
proved over time through selective roadside landscaping of areas where 
soil conditions permit such activity. Additionally, visitors could 
have greater visual appreciation of surrounding vistas at a number of 
strategic lookouts. 

Site preparation and facility requirements for a lookout vary from one 
site to the next, although a prototype (see EAR, Figure 5.2) provides 
some suggestion of the type of facility along the main Peninsula road 
which might be built and the vista to be expected. Roadside scenic 
lookouts along the main road should be constructed and maintained by 
Government although cosmetic maintenance could be provided as a public 
service by local civic groups, the adjacent landowner or resort 
operator. 
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Among the off-road, large scenic lookout areas identified by the Land 
Use Planning Team, the highest priority for development should be 
given to the Timothy Hill and Grape Tree Bottom lookouts. These sites 
because of their income generating potential could be developed and 
operated as private sector enterprises. At the same time, each such 
site can add to the general public's enjoyment of the Peninsula as a 
recreational area. 

As Figure 3.3 indicates, these lookouts are linked to the scenic road
way by secondary roads or trails. The Timothy Hill site is owned 
partly by the Frigate Bay Development Corporation (FBDC) and partly by 
private landholders. If, following an appropriate feasibility study, 
the FBDC elects to develop the site as a scenic lookout, it is recom
mended that the facilities provided include a small recreation park, a 
restaurant/ snack bar, paid telescopes mounted at lookout platforms to 
allow viewing in all directions, a rain/sun shelter, picnic area and 
parking at a lower level. All building rooflines should be low, dis
crete earth-tone colors used, and the entire facility more or less 
invisible to a distant observer viewing the scenic Peninsula skyline 
and hill tops from a mile or more away. 

The Grape Tree Botto~ lookout could also be developed with an appro
priate size restaurant, designed to take advantage of the outstanding 
views offered by the site. A gift shop might also be planned as part 
of the facility, depending on the anticipated level of patronage. 
This site should be one of the "way stations" on the proposed hiking 
trail network. 

Lastly, a tree and plant nursery should be started when the road con
struction commences and a suitable re-vegetation/landscaping plan de
veloped. Additionally, as recommended in the EAR, previously de
nuded/damaged areas should be scheduled for inclusion in a re-fores
tat ion plan and programme as soon as possible. 

3.5 Demand and Design Factors 

3.5.1 Tourism 

The potential for tourism on the Southeast Peninsula is far in 
excess of what is assumed or projected in both the "Early Development" 
and "Manageable Growth" scenarios presented in Appendix A of this 
report, i.e., 2040 rooms/units and 1294 rooms/units, respectively, in 
20 years. The challenge is to realise a style of tourism that comple
ments both the natural and cultural environment. This can partly be 
achieved by enforcing building guidelines on density, height, setback 
and even lot size. However, building style, colour and other more 
aesthetic characteristics are more difficult to influence, as are de
sign measures to save energy and water, to reduce construction phase 
impacts and to encourage inconspicuousness. Nevertheless, such ef
forts are and should be required since the overall goal is to achieve 
an integrated development design in harmony with the Peninsula's u-
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nique ecology. Examples of such environmental styling are few in the 
region, but they are widely acclaimed internationally and boast high 
occupancies and repeat business. 

3.5.2 Residential Demand 

It is assumed that residential development will include con
dominiums, other cluster type developments such as apartments, sub
divisions (multiple lots with individual residences) and single lot 
(mostly large) residences. Most types of residential development can 
occur in all zones, the exception being that larger subdivisions 
should not be allowed in the LUZ. Density levels, however, will vary 
from zone to zone. 

Based on the experience of Frigate Bay, there will be a demand for 
second homes, mainly expatriate-owned, and first homes for upper 
middle class Kittitians, the latter built on 1/4 to 1/2 acre lots. 
Even without such experience, it is reasonable to assume that resi
dential condominiums and middle income apartments targeted to belonger 
and non-belonger residents will surface on the real estate market 
within the next 20 or maybe 10 years. 

Also, because of the size of the Peninsula and as a consequence of its 
multiple ownership, the market is also likely to target, within the 
IUZ, clients seeking building lots between 4,000 and 7,000 sq. ft., 
similar to those of Bird Rock, Harbour View and Suncrest. On the 
other hand, there will be a demand for fairly expensive residences, 
requlrlng lots upwards of 1/2 acre in all zones, but eventually more 
so in the MUZ and LUZ. 

Initially, the largest demand may be for residential lots between 1/4 
and 1/2 acre; hence, the development control authority can expect to 
review a relatively large number of subdivision applications in the 
early stages of the Peninsula's development. It should insist that 
subdivision planning be based on sound slope and contour analysis and 
that road construction meets erosion reduction standards. It should 
also ensure that adequate provisions are made to reserve open space, 
equivalent to about five percent of the subdivision's total land area, 
exclusively for youth recreation and other public purposes such as a 
community centre or community garden, as desired. 

Conscientious development control and permitting procedures can mini
mize the potential conflict engendered by juxtaposed siting of high to 
medium density residential and tourism development projects. Further
more, the promulgation of clear and practical building and facility 
design aids, standards, and guidelines will reduce the inevitable 
conflicts which occur when costly application documents are rejected 
and sent back for re-design. Lastly, and ideally, GSKN and SEP land
owners should jointly commission an SEP design and marketing plan 
aimed at establishing a consensus on the complex issue of style, 
theme, market targets and standards. 
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3.6 Recreation Uses 

3.6.1 Recreational Demands 

Recreational activity -- formal and informal, scheduled and 
unscheduled, by both visitors and residents -- will place extraordi
nary demands on the natural resource base in all zones of the South
east Peninsula, long before the first SEP hotel is finished. This 
will happen in an unregulated and damaging way if proper controls are 
not put in place. A list of needed controls was provided in the 
"Recreation" section (4.2) of the Environmental Assessment Report. 
The following sections of this Plan provide supplementary recreational 
land use guidelines in somewhat more detail. Figure 3.3 is a graphic 
presentation of projected recreation uses and facilities siting recom
mendations. 

Recreation will constitute a major land use on the Southeast Peninsula 
since the area's resources provide a wide range of such opportunities, 
e.g., beach leisure, water sports, scenic and wildlife appreciation, 
hunting, hiking, horseback riding, golf and tennis. The Peninsula's 
public recreational potential, however, will not be fully realised if 
its development is predicated solely on the incentives supplied by the 
market place. Comprehensive land use planning, linked to appropriate 
levels of Government intervention, investment and management, is 
required to ensure that public recreational opportunities in particu
lar are developed. 

3.6.2 Beach Recreation 

With construction of the Southeast Peninsula road, the full 
potential of the area's beaches for resident and tourist use can be 
realised in the near future. The less protected Atlantic windward 
beaches, however, will be less patronized than the more comfortable 
beaches of the leeward or Caribbean side. For example, because of 
the location of South Friar's Bay at the base of the Peninsula and the 
quality of its beach, a relatively high level of use can be expected, 
in part as a natural spill-over from existing activity at South 
Frigate Bay. Although North Friar's Bay on the Atlantic side is too 
exposed to attract large numbers of residents and tourists on any 
consistant basis, the Friar's Bay area as a complex is still likely to 
become the first major beach recreational node on the Peninsula. 

The SEP Environmental Assessment Report identified 21 beaches on the 
Peninsula and classified them as consisting of sand, boulders, shin
gle, cobbles or a combination of the identified beach materials. Ten 
of the beaches, mostly of sand composition, are classified as having 
medium to high potential for tourism and hence public recreation. 
Herein lies the basis for potential land use conflict -- a dilemma for 
Government and developer alike: obviously, beaches with high tourism 
potential are those most likely to be developed for that market, but 
unless such sites are carefully developed and monitored, public recre
ational opportunities could be minimized or even lost. Particular 
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attention must be paid to the development of lands adjoining the more 
outstanding or "high potential" beaches, two of which are already 
partially developed and all of which are the subject of preliminary 
development plans or concepts, e.g., South Friar's and North Friar's 
White House, Sand Bank, Mosquito, Banana, Cockleshell and Major's Bay. 

It is recommended elsewhere in this study that the White House Bay 
area be developed as a township, with appropriate coastal amenities 
and attractions for public enjoyment. Since Government is expected to 
acquire land to accommodate required public services there, (e.g., a 
jetty, parking, dock master's office, a customs and immigration build
ing, etc.), it is recommended that Government also consider acquiring 
sufficient adjoining lands at White House beach to permit the future 
development of a recreational/commercial park, complete with snack, 
gift and craft shops, a visitors centre, a promenade network, and 
changing rooms to enhance public use of the beach area. 

3.6.3 Management Controls for Beach Areas 

The Beach Control Act of 1961 (see Appendix C) gives Government 
the authority to (a) issue licences for the use of the seabed and 
foreshore (the latter implying the inter-tidal zone), (b) control de
velopment in lands adjoining the foreshore up to 50 yards from the 
high water mark (HWM), or (c) to acquire such lands where necessary 
for public purposes. Government's exercise of development control as 
expressed in this legislation will allow lands adjoining beach areas 
to remain in private ownership, while limiting land use practices 
which would damage the area and restrict the level of public recrea
tion at Peninsula beaches. The alternative - direct land acquisition 
by Government - carries with it a substantial price tag, not only for 
purchase but for the recurring costs associated with development and 
maintenance. 

Licences and Fees for Use of the Foreshore and Seabed. The 
authority under the Beach Control Act for licencing should be strictly 
enforced to avoid adverse environmental impacts and any foreclosing of 
recreational opportunities. Dredging or any other seabed changes to 
facilitate marine tourism, private dock construction, and even sea 
defence measures (especially sea walls, groynes, gabions and jetties) 
should be subject to careful scrutiny, the impact assessment require
ment, to licensing, and to seabed or beach area "Crown land" annual 
lease payments if revenue is generated or exclusive use claimed. Pri
vate sector construction of truly public facilities, however, should 
be encouraged, but design approval should still reside in Government. 
Sand mining from all beaches and berms should be absolutely prohibited 
(provisions are made elsewhere in this Plan for access to dune sand; 
see Appendices K and C). 

While the authority to issue licences has been given to Government 
under the Beach Ordinance, as stated in Appendix C rules and regula
tions have not been drafted by Government to clearly define control, 
monitoring, and enforcement procedures. These regulations, including 
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the procedure for the issuing of licences for activity in the fore
shore or seabed, should be promulgated prior to commencement of build
ing activities on the Peninsula. 

Guidelines for Developing Adjoining Lands. Public use of the 
foreshore, or what is commonly called the "beach," should not be com
promised by misuse of adjacent land areas. Adherence to the guide
lines which follow will provide a framework for reducing the risk of 
ill-advised resource allocation and inappropriate uses of back-beach 
areas: 

(1) Building Setback Restrictions. It is recommended that 
major and permanent structures should not be built in the 50-yard zone 
defined by the Beach Act as "adjoining lands." In some cases, it may 
be necessary to extend this zone to 100 or even 200 yards inland to 
incorporate and protect barrier dune systems, e.g., at North Friar's 
and Sand Bank Bays. In other words, the minimum width of the setback 
zone is 50 yards but may be expanded upward (inland) to reflect geo
logic, topographic and environmental factors at any given beach. 
Within this zone non-permanent or non-residential, low profile, semi
permanent structures such as restaurants, bars, change rooms, and 
watersports facilities, serving both hotel guests and the public, can 
be allowed at a discretionary setback established by the permitting 
authority. Apart from the value of such restrictions in ensuring 
public access to beach recreational areas, setback requirements help 
to reduce the need for costly sea defence measures in the future to 
protect man-made structures when beach size has been eroded due to 
storm-wave action. More detailed setback guidelines are provided in 
Appendix K, and recommended setback control areas are displayed for 
key beach areas on SEP land use maps, sheets #1, 2, and 3 attached to 
this report. 

(2) Infrastructure/Amenities. Developers of adjoining 
lands should make adequate provisions for "customary" beach-associated 
infrastructure. As a minimum, access to toilets and provision for the 
placement and servicing of litter containers for public use should be 
required, as should elevated wooden walkways and steps over steep dune 
areas limiting access to the public. The cost of such amenities can 
readily be offset by revenues from restaurants, bars, small craft 
rentals or other beach-related enterprises controlled by the devel
oper. Change rooms could be encouraged depending on the size of the 
development and the likelihood of recouping operational costs from 
income generated by other beach-related facilities. 

(3) Public Access and Parking. Beach access for the public 
should be an integral component of all development projects which in
clude beach waterfront property. A minimum public right-of-way to 
beaches of 12 feet suitable for vehicular traffic should be required 
to the landward edge of the beach berm and/or dune area. Vehicular 
traffic, including motor cycles, should be prohibited under all cir
cumstances on the beaches themselves and on their associated berm and 
dune systems. Dunes should not be breached, and stablizing dune vege-
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tation should not be removed. Marked access paths should be laid out 
in such a way that it is not inconvenient to public beach users or 
disruptive of the relative privacy sought by hotel residents. 

Public parking facilities for non-tourist beach users should be re
quired as a component of development plans which incorporate beach 
areas. Such parking areas should be convenient to the access path or 
route to the beach. Parking capacity should be based on anticipated 
level of use, which is determined by the location, quality and size of 
the beach, along with the volume of traffic expected by public serving 
facilities. Public parking along the sides of access roads should not 
be permitted. 

3.6.4 Hiking and Horseback Riding 

Figure 3.3 designates possible hiking and horseback riding net
works, and Appendix N treats this subject in rather more detail. Hik
ing to the peaks of Salt Pond Hill and St. Anthony's Peak in particu
lar should provide interesting recreational challenges to enterprising 
persons. Once reached, the peaks provide exceptional views. Building 
above elevations specified in this plan should be prohibited in order 
to ensure that landscapes are maintained in a natural state and 
intrinsic scenic values are not diminished. 

Horseback riding needs to be restricted to flat areas and gentle 
slopes, and, therefore, the spine of the Peninsula is not suitable to 
this activity. It would be too dangerous. The flatter lands and 
rolling hills around the Great Salt Pond and in Fleming's Estate are 
far more appropriate. 

For human safety and environmental reasons, trails should not be con
structed on excessively steep slopes or environmentally sensitive 
areas, such as beach dunes. The simultaneous use of a trail for hik
ing and horseback riding should also be avoided because of the poten
tial conflicts as well as risks to participants present in such dual 
use activities. 

The major hindrance to the implementation of hiking and riding trails 
is the existing pattern of land tenure. Trails would of necessity 
traverse several and differently owned properties. As holdings become 
subdivided, trail use will become further encumbered unless easements 
are obtained from the affected parcel owners. Government planners and 
landowners should negotiate an agreement for a "right-of-way" for 
trails and confirm it by use of easements. This should be done before 
development activities begin on the Peninsula and barriers are raised 
to the laying out of such trails. Use of the vehicular road should be 
limited to crossings as required. 

3.6.5 Other Land-Based Recreation 

Most of the other forms of land-based recreation will fall 
within the jurisdiction of private developers. Hotels and in some 
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cases homes will have tennis courts and swimming pools erected. Resi
dential development may at some point justify the creation of a rac
quet club. Suitable land exists, particularly in Fleming Estate, to 
allow for development of a golf course, although this may not be eco
nomically feasible based on the alledgedly poor financial return of 
the Frigate Bay course. A top-quality golf course would naturally be 
a desirable amenity, and it would enhance any tourist marketing stra
tegy aimed at up-scale executive conference and small convention tar
gets. Tennis courts are essential but require excellent drainage and 
regular maintenance. 

Historically, the practice of trapping monkeys and hunting deer and 
birds (in season) is popular both as a form of local livelihood and 
sport. However, its potential as a form of recreation for visiting 
tourists is rather limited and should not be encouraged. In fact, the 
Government and landowners should attempt to reach a consensus with 
hunting groups to phase out all hunting on the Peninsula, except when 
required as a wildlife management tool. At some point in the near 
future, the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis should create and fill 
an establishment position of "wildlife specialist" either within the 
Forestry Department or the proposed Environmental Management Unit. An 
alternative would be to add wildlife management to the Fisheries Unit, 
renamed as the "Fish and Wildlife Unit". 

3.6.6 Marine Recreation 

The potential for marine recreation activities associated with 
the Southeast Peninsula will be realised principally through initia
tives of the private sector. With the few exceptions cited below, 
Government's role will be limited to ensuring that the environmental 
quality of the resources upon which recreational demand depends is 
maintained through effective resource management. As the Peninsula 
develops, conflicts between competing marine uses will intensify, and 
it will become increasingly difficult, for example, to protect impor
tant fisheries resources such as the juvenile conch and lobster nur
sery areas of South Friar's Bay and Major's Bay against anticipated 
impacts from yachting activity. 

Water skiing areas should be buoyed to protect swimmers, divers and 
snorkelers. Small craft sailing near the coast may be enhanced by 
designating specific yacht anchoring areas where permanent moorings 
could be used if the anchorage is safe enough for overnighting. The 
establishment of permanent moorings is a management tool that permits 
efficient use of water space and minimizes the detrimental impact of 
anchor placement on fishery habitats. It, therefore, offers good 
possibilities for use in areas such as White House and Major's Bays. 

Development proposals requiring the installation of marine infrastruc
ture, such as marinas, docks, ramps, pipelines, jetties and break
waters -- all requiring alterations of the seabed -- should be eval
uated in light of marine resource management objectives identified by 
the GSKN. Management plans must of necessity be devised and imple-



mented for areas where use conflicts are likely. These should be 
continually updated in light of experience. 

For example, SCUBA diving in adjacent Peninsula waters will increase, 
spurred by the growth in tourist arrivals. Existing SCUBA dive tour 
operators will expand their capacities, and new dive terminals will 
emerge as integral components of hotel complexes or as separate facil
ities. Such activities must be accommodated on adjoining beach lands 
in a way that will not limit other forms of beach recreation. 

In addition, the attractiveness of the Southeast Peninsula's leeward 
coast for wind surfing, other small craft sailing, snorkeling, water 
skiing and paddle boating suggests that eventually a number of water 
sports centres could emerge. Whether devised as part of hotel com
plexes or done in conjunction with marina operations, the implications 
for the siting of facilities and management of resources are the same. 
For a more detailed discussion of marinas and water dependent uses, 
see Appendix H. 

3.6.7 Spearfishing and Marine Specimen Collecting 

The nearshore marine resources of St. Kitts and Nevis are 
limited. Because they may be easily overexploited, they cannot sup
port increased fishing effort. For this reason alone, increased 
spearfishing activity is undesirable. In addition, larger fishes have 
been shown to disappear from reefs subjected to spearfishing. This 
disturbs the natural balance between predator and prey fishes and may 
lead to proliferation of algal mats which smother reef-building corals 
(discussed in greater detail in Technical Appendix G). 

Because of the impact on larger fishes, spear fishing also interferes 
with other recreational activities such as snorkelling, SCUBA diving, 
or underwater photography which derive a large part of their appeal 
from the presence of visible and relatively tame fishes. It is likely 
that fewer tourists will engage in spear fishing than in snorkelling, 
diving, or other types of recreational fishing. A substantial in
crease in spear fishing activity would thus deny the benefits of these 
resources to the larger public in favor of a small fraction of the 
population -- in this case, that portion which actually engages in 
spearfishing. 

Because it is not extensive at present, restriction of local spear
fishing is not recommended at this time, except that no spearfishing 
should be permitted in any protected areas as designated under the 
draft Fisheries Regulations. Import or use of spear guns by non
national visiting tourists, however, should be prohibited. In addi
tion, renting, using, or promoting the use of spearguns for financial 
gain or prizes (as in the case of spear fishing contests) should also 
be prohibited. 

Ornamental fishes, hard corals, soft (precious) corals, shelled mol
lusks, and other echinoderms are all collected in other areas of the 
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Caribbean for local tourist trade or export. A limited harvest of 
selected species will probably have little negative impact, but all of 
these resources are of limited extent and consequently subject to easy 
overexploitation. The draft Fishery Regulations for St. Kitts and 
Nevis provide adequate legal protection for ornamental fishes and 
corals, and it is suggested that this be extended to shelled mollusks 
and echinoderms as well. Resource management plans should be devel
oped for these species, and it is recommended that no harvest of soft 
corals, shelled mollusks (other than conch) or echinoderms for local 
sale or export be permitted until such plans are available. No har
vest of hard corals should be permitted for any purpose until the rel
evant management plan is prepared. There are good prospects for cul
turing many species of fish, mollusks, and echninoderms, and this de
serves further investigation as a local export industry. 

For further details on spearfishing, specimen collecting, fisheries 
management and related issues, see Appendix G of this report and the 
antecedent EAR document, Sections 2.3, 2.4, and 5.7. 

3.6.8 Merging Recreation and Natural Area Management: A Concept 

As noted in Section 3.3 there are close linkages between the 
need for well operated public recreation facilities and the need for 
sound management of key natural ("Special Management") areas used for 
recreation on the Southeast Peninsula. Since both need funding, the 
possibilities of revenue generation from commercial enterprises es
tablished at the various recreational sites leads to an obvious con
clusion: namely, the establishment of an appropriate management 
framework. One can envision a collaborative private and public sector 
venture, essentially a not-for-profit or limited company with recrea
tion facilities and natural area management responsibilities and with 
the authority to seek grant funding, borrow money, assess fees, buy or 
lease property, negotiate recreational facility and service conces
sions, collect rents, etc. 

This Southeast Peninsula Parks and Recreation Authority (SEPPRA) -
with a Board of Directors drawn from both the public and private 
sectors selected to balance conservation, recreation and business 
interests -- would be given the authority to and be responsible for 
managing: 

1. All (or some) SEP beaches, including the erection and main
tenance of public facilities, as defined by the Beach Control Ordin
ance; it would acquire, plan, implement and manage the proposed White 
House Bay beach recreation/commercial park; 

2. Public hiking and possibly riding trails, as acquired through 
easements or other measures (outlined in Appendix N); 

3. Public scenic look-outs (for example, SEPPRA could acquire the 
lands for the development of the Timothy Hill Look-out and develop the 
project as proposed in Section 3.4); 
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4. The proposed Nag's Head Wildlife Reserve and possibly the 
Guana Point Marine Park; 

5. The Great Salt Pond "Green Belt and Public/Wildlife Park"; 
the landscaping, construction of park furniture and other implementa
tion costs could be funded by a request to a donor agency after the 
land had been entrusted to SEPPRA via easement or other measures; 

6. Public dock, visitors centre, parking lots; 

7. Salt ponds; SEPPRA's role in respect of salt ponds would 
primarily be to review and advise on applications for development and 
use of salt ponds and to monitor such uses; 

8. Peaks; 

9. Wildlife, in general. 

In addition, SEPPRA could be given the responsibility for managing 
leases of the Southeast Peninsula seabed. Conceptually, income de
rived from projects at White House Bay and Timothy Hill could be used 
to cover its operating costs and particularly to subsidize non-income 
generating activities, such as trail management. In practice, this 
will take time and to a large extent would depend on the rate of 
progress made in development of the Peninsula in general. The White 
House Bay project, for example, would require some 5-10 years before 
significant returns can be expected. Initially, therefore, SEPPRA's 
activities will require external financial support. 

It is recommended that a SEPPRA-like mechanism be evaluated, defined, 
authorised and launched as soon as possible in order to begin the 
search for the technical and financial support needed to build its 
capacity. With such assistance in hand, it could set about the execu
tion of a number of critical tasks, including: 

(a) elaboration of recreation plans for the Peninsula, complete 
with preliminary concepts, designs and costing of projects; 

(b) assistance to GSKN to negotiate for acquisition of or ease
ment access to lands needed for projects it might manage at White 
House Bay, Timothy Hill, and Nag's Head; the Authority could also 
assist with negotiations related to the development of trails; 

(c) review and monitoring of beach development projects by SEP 
developers to ensure adequate provisions are made for beach conser
vation and public beach recreation; 

(d) coordination of planning for and implementation of the Nag's 
Head Wildlife Reserve and design of a scheme for the management of SEP 
wildlife in general; 
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(e) planning and implementation of historical/archaeological 
sites management as recommended in the EAR. 

All these tasks require time, technical support and financial re
sources. However, if implementation of the Land Use Management Plan 
for the Southeast Peninsula is to be effective, time is of the es
sence. SEPPRA's best chance to secure funding for the above tasks is 
to seek grant support from agencies such as CIDA, which in past years 
has shown an interest in funding protected area conservation for de
velopment projects. Antigua's National Parks Authority, with a strong 
business component built into its mandate, recently attracted a multi
million (Canadian) dollar grant to launch a large-scale version of 
SEPPRA. 

At the very least, the proposed Southeast Peninsula Development Board 
should consider the concept an early agenda item and schedule it for a 
proper review and evaluation. The intriguing aspect of the approach 
is its blending of public and private sector skills and expertise in 
an ingenious format -- flexible yet responsible, comprehensive yet 
functionally focussed. 
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4. SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Appendix A reports in detail on the economic analyses performed for 
the Land Use Management Plan. In the context of reasonable develop
ment options for St. Kitts, tourism produces potentially higher eco
nomic returns than any other industry. Therefore, our studies have 
focussed on development alternatives within the tourism sector. In 
addition, the high cost of land, the rugged terrain and poor soil, and 
the scarcity of water on the Southeast Peninsula preclude land-inten
sive development options, such as farming or forestry. Finally, the 
size of the Peninsula and the flexibility of the recommended Land Use 
Management process would not preclude establishing many kinds of spec
ialized business activities on the Peninsula, even though tourism will 
characterize the area in economic and political terms. 

4.1 Socio-Economic Setting 

Small size and slow growth are the dominating characteristics of the 
economy of St. Kitts and Nevis. Generations of emigration by the most 
economically and demographically productive portions of the population 
have resulted in a population base which has a slow natural growth 
rate. This is advantageous to development planners because it means 
that new job opportunities in emerging economic sectors like manufac
turing and tourism can be used to absorb workers being dropped from 
sugar and other declining job sectors. 

However, small size and slow growth are handicaps in coping with rapid 
rates of change. St. Kitts faces just such a dilemma from rapid 
growth of tourism after the opening of the Southeast Peninsula. With
in ten years, it is projected there would be a tenfold increase in 
tourism, resulting from continued development of Frigate Bay and an 
average 100-room-per-year rate of new hotel construction in the South
east Peninsula. Figure 4.1 compares the rate of increase in the St. 
Kitts and Nevis labour force with the increase in tourist-related 
service and construction jobs over a twenty year period. 

While the labour force is increasing about one-and-one-half percent 
per year, this scenario (based on the "Early Development" Model pre
sented in Appendix A) shows tourism jobs increasing at an overall 
compound rate of nine percent per annum for twenty years. For the 
first ten years the compound growth rate is in excess of 15% per year. 
This condition would result in immigration and inflationary wage in
creases which would produce major political problems for Government as 
well as seriously jeopardize the fragile economics of private tourism 
investment in the Southeast Peninsula. 

This example shows the growth in tourism jobs over the twenty year 
period to be substantially greater than the total growth in the labour 
force (6,000+ jobs versus 5,000 new members in the labour force). 
Moreover, because of resource competition, this scenario would seri
ously damage prospects for the orderly expansion of other non-tourist 
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Figure 4.1. Comparison of labour force growth and tourism 
job projections over a 20 year period. 

sectors, threaten Government's balanced diversification programme in 
the short run and weaken efforts in the longer term to reduce external 
dependence and provide physical and social infrastructure. 

A rapid rate of tourism growth will also require a larger portion of 
the total new investment in St. Kitts to come from foreign sources. 
It is assumed that this is less desireable than increasing the local 
share of ownership in new plant and facilities from retained earnings. 

In recognition of the socio-economic consequences of overly rapid de
velopment, it is recommended that public policy goals seek an overall 
rate of tourism growth of eight percent per year over the twenty year 
forecast period. The dangers of boom-and-bust investment cycles are 
especially great during early years after the opening of the Southeast 
Peninsula. (The reader is referred to Appendix A for a full review of 
the economic analysis developed by the IRF/LUMP team.) 

4.2 Constraints/Assumptions 

A sustainable development scenario for the Southeast Peninsula must 
simultaneously satisfy five major criteria. Economic activity must be 
sufficiently rapid to (1) insure hotel profitability, and (2) recoup 
the costs of infrastructure construction and maintenance. But, devel
opment must not outpace (3) the capacity of the environment for re
newal, (4) the local labour force, and (5) the level of tourist demand 
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St. Kitts and Nevis can reasonably expect from the competitive world 
tourism market. 

To develop models of potential tourism growth as a result of the 
opening of the Southeast Peninsula, the historic and projected perfor
mance of the tourism sector throughout the Eastern Caribbean and spe
cifically in St. Kitts and Nevis was examined (see Appendix A). In 
general, the lack of potential tourists is not felt to be an over
whelming problem, in part because of the small market share which 
St. Kitts would require. 

The analysis of costs and earnings for various hotel and resort con
figurations shows that tourism-based development in the Southeast 
Peninsula must perform substantially above current regional averages 
in order to be attractive to potential investors or developers. Based 
on conservative assumptions regarding construction and operating 
costs, occupancy levels, and room rates and other revenues, the eco
nomics of private investment in hotel and resort facilities in the 
Southeast Peninsula appear marginal. It will require imaginative and 
tough-minded investors developing quality facilities with better than 
average cost control, marketing strategies, and occupancy levels and 
working with active support and encouragement from Government to make 
a commercial success of new tourist facilities in the Southeast Penin
sula. 

4.2.1 A Note on the Pace of Development 

Conversations with St. Kitts and Nevis officials, recent les
sons from nearby islands, and a variety of tourism impact studies 
suggest that the scope and pace of tourism development, particularly 
for small modernizing islands in transition like St. Kitts and Nevis, 
should be carefully confined and gradual. 

With incrementally phased tourism development, the host population is 
more likely to benefit from the process and adjust easily to new tech
nologies, expectations and opportunities. The same principle applies 
to the environment since more time is allowed to observe and compen
sate for unforeseen adverse impacts. 

This adaptive approach requires a committed public policy endorsement 
and an integrated management strategy to avoid the numerous dysfunc
tions associated with the proliferation of massive facilities in small 
and fragile, emerging island destinations, where ironically the pres
sures for the popular but ephemeral quick economic fix are deeply em
bedded and powerful. 

Some of the more damaging effects of accelerated, intrusive tourism 
growth are: 

(1) The wholesale redeployment of capital, labour and land from 
low-income traditional pursuits like agriculture and fisheries to 
higher-wage hotels, service and transport opportunities yielding only 
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marginal GDP gains, no net employment creations, and irreversible eco
system disturbances; 

(2) Widespread real estate inflation which increasingly alien
ates lower and middle income groups from effective home ownership, 
which distorts land use patterns away from production and commerce 
toward speculation and tax sheltering, and which also, through rising 
rental premiums, affects the prices of wage goods, the residential 
cost of living and eventually the Government deficit; 

(3) The loss of domestic smaller-scale food, service and raw 
materials tourism linkages because oversized accommodations, package 
tours and mass volume business are most easily and quickly captured by 
large-scale overseas suppliers before local production and marketing 
arrangements materialize; and 

(4) Finally, intense tourism in small islands like St. Thomas 
and Nassau spawns irritating urban congestion and infrastructure 
breakdowns which have economic costs and may even deflect, re-route or 
prevent traditional shopping habits and work patterns. 

These sectoral economic problems are made worse by broader macro
economic impacts stemming from unbridled growth. These include: (1) 
the seasonal distortions and productivity losses introduced by cy
clically over- and then under-using capital capacity and labour; (2) 
declining self-reliance and escalating import dependence with strongly 
negative effects on the balance of payments; (3) potential damage to 
community saving and capital formation because of the purported influ
ence of the demonstration effect, i.e., the local assimilation of af
fluent North American and European high-spending patterns. These 
economic effects are often accompanied by the crass commercialization 
that can overtake the measured pace of island life, as well as other 
potential types of cultural pollution that characterize fast-paced 
tourism in its most virulent, unregulated form. 

In an insular microstate, like St. Kitts and Nevis, the practice of 
gradualism with a preference for small-scale design not only avoids 
the pitfalls of exploitative tourism but also embraces the long-term 
perspective necessary to achieve sustainability. Though there are as 
yet few quantitative guidelines specifying facility size, construction 
pace and visitor densities that will both guarantee economic profit
ability and ensure benign social absorption and ecological preserva
tion, the St. Kitts and Nevis experience provides several justifica
tions for a cautious, measured future tourism strategy. These include 
the time required for local planners to gain expertise for delicately 
integrating tourism development to minimize environmental disequilib
rium and to maximize domestic economic linkages. A slow pace will 
also allow appropriate labour force training, on the job experience 
and the organic growth of a service tradition, particularly during St. 
Kitts and Nevis' difficult transition away from sugar monoculture. 
Finally, the gradual evolution of tourism should permit the gestation 
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of local entrepreneurship, the hallmark of an island community's long
term economic and social viability. 

One nearby island has a draft tourism policy statement on the "scope 
and pace of development" that is an instructive model: 

(a) The pace of development will be carefully monitored to 
avoid excess capacity, and a limit will be placed on the 
size of individual hotels and/or villa/apartment complexes 
to ensure that smaller personalised hotels are created in 
keeping with the island's up-market image. These hotels 
will be low rise in character, and not more than three 
floors (including the ground floor) high. The maximum 
number of rooms in anyone development will in future be 
limited to 75, and the limit of rooms anticipated in the 
island by 1990 will be 750. 

(b) Government is pledged to ensure that the scope and pace 
of development does not exceed the absorption capacity 
of the society, nor the ability of society to respond 
and adjust. The ultimate aim, through careful manpower 
planning, is towards full employment •••• 

4.3 Findings 

The economic analysis of the Land Use Management Plan for the South
east Peninsula echoes the findings of previous development studies for 
the area, i.e., it is not difficult for Government to find economical
ly viable reasons to support the investment. 

The seven percent hotel tax is a powerful revenue producer under all 
reasonable projections of tourism growth which include the opening of 
the Southeast Peninsula. When added to the departure tax and the in
direct taxes which would arise from increased economic activity, ade
quate revenues are available to finance essential public capital in
vestments and service needs. 

Figure 4.2 below shows tax receipts as projected under the Manageable 
Growth scenario outlined in Appendix A and public sector costs for a 
road and water system under the highest cost options. Total tax re
venues exceed total road and water expenditures by the ninth year. 
Under less conservative assumptions, this crossover point can occur as 
early as the seventh year. Calculations of tax collections, especial
ly the hotel tax, assume there is a relatively high degree of compli
ance with reporting and payment requirements. 

We recommend investigating the potential benefits of a government sub
sidy to private investors through the use of government guarantees or 
bonding authority to provide capital investment funds at rates below 
private bank rates. Capital costs to resort developers on the South
east Peninsula will be unusually high, because the banks will charge 
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Figure 4.2. Cumulative tax receipts and road/water costs 
associated with Southeast Peninsula development. 

premiums for tourism investments in St. Kitts, which are seen as risky 
because of St. Kitts' unproven potential in a highly competitive world 
and regional tourism market. 

The "ideal" or preferred Managed Growth scenario emphasised in our 
economic analysis scores high on tourism realism and fiscal recovery 
criteria, satisfactory on labour force/inflation limits, and less so 
on hotel performance. This economic uncertainty for the hotel/resort 
sector (not unlike the low rates of return usually reported for resort 
development throughout the Eastern Caribbean) can be eliminated by 
managing the development of the Southeast Peninsula sufficiently well 
to permit charging high room rates and to create such an attractive, 
high quality environment that year round occupancy rates stay above 75 
percent. 

Successful long-term management of the Southeast Peninsula will depend 
on meshing the objectives of different interest groups. To create 
mutually beneficial cooperation between private and public sectors, on 
the one hand, investor plans must respect the unique scenic, wildlife, 
and undisturbed natural features of the Southeast Peninsula landscape. 
On the other hand, Government must use its long-term fiscal advantages 
to support the requirements for lucrative commercial efforts. Except 
for the possibility of securing Government support for investor fi-
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nancing, discussed above, we do not favour Government subventions or 
subsidies. Rather, Government should be spending its funds to create 
the attractive physical, social and marketing environment necessary 
for sustained development. This is a difficult partnership and re
quires a delicate balancing of competing interests. Nevertheless, 
extraordinary efforts to achieve it are warranted in order to maintain 
the Southeast Peninsula's special character and unique potential. In 
short, 

merging tourism and conservation effectively is 
a tricky task, but one which may prove necessary in 
cases where a compromise of each is necessary for 
the survival of both (Stockly, 1984). 
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5. THE LAND USE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK: LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL 
ELEMENTS 

5.1 The Dimensions of the Task 

The opening of the Southeast Peninsula for development activities will 
result in a formidable set of new or expanded planning, management, 
and regulatory responsibilities for the Government of St. Kitts and 
Nevis. Prior to commencement of construction projects, Government 
must be prepared to establish both a legal and administrative frame
work within which an orderly but also creative process of economic 
growth and social change can take place without causing environmental 
damage. If the Government either underestimates the dimensions of 
this task or fails to provide sufficient support for implementing land 
management policies or environmental protection programmes, then the 
integrated development strategy proposed for the Peninsula will not be 
achieved. 

Appendix B of this report analyzes the existing institutional frame
work within which Peninsula development activities will be planned and 
executed. It also suggests several minor administrative and organisa
tional adjustments to facilitate Government's role as development co
ordinator for the project. Finally, consideration is given to the 
fact that both public and private sector interests must be reflected 
in the specific land use alternatives selected for the Southeast Pe
ninsula so that each project element is in harmony with the whole and 
contributes to national objectives. Appendix C reviews public policy 
issues related to the long-term resource management and environmental 
protection needs of the Peninsula and up-dates information provided 
earlier in the Environmental Assessment Report regarding needed leg
islative action. 

5.2 Proposed Institutional Framework 

Appendix B suggests certain ways for the GSKN to improve its planning, 
regulatory and management functions relative to the development of the 
Southeast Peninsula. The Appendix also justifies the establishment of 
an organisational framework for harmonizing pUblic/private interests 
and facilitating communication, cooperation, and timely decision
making. The institutional structure provided represents minimum re
quirements to insure environmentally compatible development. Yet it 
is sufficiently modest to adapt with minor adjustments to Government's 
resource and personnel constraints. Figure 5.1 displays the essential 
organisational units proposed and their functional relationships. It 
includes the following elements. 

(i) The Southeast Peninsula Development Board. It is recom-
mended that a Development Board be created by enactment of appropriate 
legislation including rules and regulations for governing and managing 
the Board. It should be composed of nine persons to be appointed by 
Cabinet: 1/3 SEP landowners, 1/3 Government representatives, and 1/3 
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non-government persons to be selected for their professional skills 
and/or independent perspective and record of community leadership. 

With assistance and guidance from the Planning Office, an important 
first task of the Board will be to review and approve this Land Use 
Management Plan and to evaluate various strategic development options 
outlined therein, shaping the latter into an official Southeast Penin
sula Development Plan which would subsequently be approved by the Gov
ernment of St. Kitts and Nevis. Subsequent applications for Peninsula 
development projects will be required to meet the criteria and stand
ards set forth in the Land Use Plan and the objectives outlined in the 
development strategy. All project proposals will be reviewed by the 
Board which will issue a formal "endorse/reject" sign-off (or "en
dorsement with conditions") on each application before it is forwarded 
to the Minister for final approval/disapproval. 

(ii) The Planning Office. Primary responsibilities of the ex
isting Planning Unit will fall within four areas: (1) liaison with 
donor agency, with the Attorney General's Office for legislative re
form, with developers, with the SEP Development Board, and with other 
Government departments; (2) establishment of development standards and 
procedures for implementation of the SEP Land Use and Development 
Plan; (3) implementation of environmental protection regulations and 
development standards for the Peninsula; (4) serve as the Secretariat 
for the SEP Development Board. 

The Planning Office will initially receive all development proposals 
for the Peninsula, will ascertain the completeness of each application 
and will circulate the same to the Development Board and other Govern
ment agencies (via the Technical Review Council, see [iv] below). The 
Planning Office, with input from its technical arm (the Environmental 
Management Unit, see [iii] below), will issue an endorse/reject (or 
endorse with conditions) sign-off on all project proposals and forward 
its recommendations to the Board for submission to the Minister. 

(iii) The Environmental Management Unit. To assist Government 
in expanding its resource management and regulatory functions relative 
to Peninsula development, a new technical support unit of the Planning 
Office -- the Environmental Management Unit (EMU) -- should be estab
lished prior to commencement of road construction. Its responsibili
ties would initially focus on the Peninsula, but they could extend e
ventually to the entire country. Further, should the Ministry of Nat
ural Resources and the Environment become functional, the activities 
of the EMU should be placed in that Ministry. 

Specific responsibilities of the EMU should include: 

• To serve as the Government's technical advisory arm 
for environmental affairs; 

(JLe.vl6e.d) 
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To prepare technical evaluations of development 
applications, especially of Environmental Impact 
Assessments, to ensure conformity with the stand
ards established in the official Land Use Plan; 

To solicit, as appropriate, input from other Gov
ernment departments in the review of development 
applications and impact assessments; 

To assist the Planning Office in preparing recom
mendations on Peninsula development applications 
for forwarding to the Minister; 

To monitor construction of development projects on 
the Peninsula and enforce compliance with building 
standards and environmental protection regulations 
established in the Land Use Plan; 

To provide technical advice and assistance to the 
Development Board when so requested. 

(iv) Technical Review Council. Oversight, monitoring and en
forcement responsibilities of the EMU will be strengthened by estab
lishment of a Technical Review Council which, in effect, represents an 
extension of the expertise of the EMU by providing a more formal 
framework for information exchange and technical consultation within 
Government as regards the Southeast Peninsula. Its establishment 
would help to ensure that development projects for the Peninsula: 

(1) meet Government guidelines and standards; 

(2) are technically and environmentally sound; 

(3) do not overload the capacity of present 
systems to cope with Peninsula growth; 

(4) have no hidden, long-range costs to the State; 

(5) are compatible with other Government goals and 
projects. 

A primary function of the Technical Council will be to review SEP de
velopment appplications, to formally issue an endorse/reject sign-off 
on all such project proposals and to forward its recommendations re
garding submissions to the Planning Office. 

It is recommended that the Director of Planning (or his assistant) 
serve as Chairperson of the Council with representatives from the fol
lowing Government agencies designated by the Director to serve on the 
Council : 

(ne.v,we.d) 
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Planning Office receives "notice of intent" from developer for a project on the Southeast Peninsula. 

Within a prescribed period of time Planning Office meets with developer to review proposed project, 
determines level of effort for EIA, and provides developer with EIA terms of reference. 

A formal development application, including EIA, is submitted to the Plannng Office by the developer. 

The project proposal is referred to the SEP Development Board for preliminary review to ensure 
conformity with Southeast Peninsula development policies. 

After Board concurrence, application is referred back to the Planning Office for technical review. 

Application referred to Technical Review Council for study, evaluation and recommendations within 
prescribed time period and according to procedural guidelines established by the Planning Office. 

Technical Review Council issues a reject or endorse sign-off on the project or an "endorsement with 
conditions" sign-off. If the latter, specified conditions would be brought to the attention of 
the developer who would have to alter the proposal to meet the conditions set. 

While the Technical Review Council reviews the application, the Planning Office, through its 
Environmental Management Unit, carries out an evaluation focusing on the projected environmental 
impacts of the proposed project; meetings might be held with the developer to secure additional 
information or explore alternative, less environmentally detrimental options. 

Within a prescribed period of time, the Planning Office will forward its reject/endorse or endorse 
with conditions sign-off on the proposal to the SEP Development Board, along with the recommendations 
of the Technical Review Council. 

lQ/ The SEP Board reviews the application; it may refer technical questions back to the Planning Office/ 
EMU or the Technical Review Council to assist in providing additional information. 

1!1 Within a prescribed period of time, the Board forwards its reject/endorse sign-off, along with that 
of the Planning Office and the Technical Review Council, to the Minister. 

l'l:./ Based on the development framework established in the SEP Land Use and Development Plan, taking into 
consideration the recommendations of the SEP Board, the Planning Office, and the Technical Review 
Council, and within a prescribed period of time, the Minister determines whether a land use permit 
will be granted for the proposed project. 

* Repltuent.6 a .6-Lgn-066 .6tep -Ln the appUcation pItOCU.6; thltee bodiu [the Tec.hn.-Lc.a.f. Rev-Lew Counc.U, 
:the p.ea.nn.-Lng 06Mc.e, and :the SEP Veve1.opment BOaJLd) mU.6:t Itev-Lew and .6-Lgn-066 all. the appUc.ation 
be601te U -L.6 60JtWaJLded to the M-Ln-L.6telt 601t Mna.f. de:teJtm-i.nation. 

Figure 5.2. Procedures for submission and review of development applications 
and for the issuing of land use permits for Southeast 
development projects, including submission of EIA's. 

Peninsula 
(Revioed) 
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Ministry of Tourism and Labour 
Physical Planning Unit 
Central Housing Authority 
Fisheries Unit 
Ministry of Education, Health and Community Affairs 
(for coordination of environmental health issues and 
establishment of an Environmental Education Programme) 

Ministry of Communications, Works, and Public Utilities 
(specifically representatives of the Electricity Depart-
ment, Water Department, and Public Works Department) 

Agriculture Department (specifically the Forestry 
Division) 
Police Department. 

(See Appendix B, Section 3.4 for additional information on composition 
of the Technical Review Council.) 

Figure 5.2 schematically outlines procedures for the submission and 
review of development applications for Southeast Peninsula projects, 
set within the parameters of the institutional framework suggested. 
A three-tier review process for project proposals has been outlined, 
which includes a review and sign-off role for the Technical Review 
Council, the Planning Office, and the SEP Development Board. The 
recommendations of each body are forwarded to the Minister of Develop
ment, who will issue the final approve or disapprove determination. 

As outlined, the recommended structure provides for both standardized 
application procedures and for technical and professional input in the 
decision-making process at several levels. The inter-governmental re
commendations of the Technical Review Council are forwarded to the 
Planning Office, which takes into account the judgment of that body, 
along with the recommendations of its own Environmental Management 
Unit, before making its determination on proposed development pro
jects. The Planning Office's recommendations are forwarded to the 
Development Board which then has access to input from both an inter
departmental public sector body and from the technical specialists 
housed within the Planning Unit before issuing its own endorse/reject 
sign-off on the proposal. The application is then taken to the Minis
terial level for final determination. 

5.3 Time Line for Implementation of Institutional Requirements 
and Legislative Changes 

Table 5.1 provides a chronological action agenda for expansion and 
upgrade of selected government sectors, for legislative reform, and 
for implementation of a regulatory framework associated with develop
ment of the Southeast Peninsula. 

N.B. For a more explicit and extensive review of these matters, see 
also Appendix B. 

(Jte.V-W e.d) 



Table 5.1. Action agenda for implementation of Southeast Peninsula institutional requirements and legislative changes. 

ACTION ITEM 

ESTABLISHMENT OF SEP 
DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

OFFICIAL ADOPTION OF 
SEP LAND USE AND 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

ESTABLISHMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT UNIT 
(EMU) 

TRAINING OF PLANNING 
OFF! CE STAFF, 
PARTICULARLY THOSE 
ASSIGNED TO EMU 

ESTABLISHMENT OF 
TECHNICAL REVIEW 
COUNCIL 

INITIATOR 

GSKN 

GSKN 

GSKN 

GSKN 
Donor Agencies 

Planning Office 

PREREQUISITE STEPS 

1) GSKN meeting(s) with SEP landowners 
to discuss responsibilities of the 
Board and secure landowner input 

2) Cabinet-level consensus regarding 
Board functions and composition 

1) Circulation of IRF/LUMP within GSKN 
and to SEP landowners 

2) Schedule of meetings of SEP Board 
for review, discussion, and recom
mendations to GSKN on plan adoption 

3) Schedule of meetings with other in
terested groups 

Planning Office to provide recommenda
tions to AG's office regarding EMU 
functions and responsibilities 

1) GSKN must identify environmental 
management as a training priority, 
select individuals, secure funding 

2) Initiation of on-island, short-term, 
incremental training activities 
utilizing appropriate external con
sultants 

Planning Office should immediately be
gin to identify expertise required and 
individuals to serve; as a logical ex
tension of technical resource commit
tees established by GSKN to assist 
with the EAR and LUMP, the Technical 
Review Council could be functional 
immediately 

ASSOCIATED LEGAL REFORM 

Board to be formalized within the legal 
framework of the SEP Land Development 
and Conservation Act 

Environmental protection standards and 
building guidelines reflected in EAR and 
IRF/LUMP need to be included in the Rules 
and Regulations promulgated for: 

- Fisheries Act 
- Beach Control Act 
- Marine Pollution Act 
- SEP Land/Development Conservation 

Act 

EMU to be established under the provisions 
of the SEP Land Development and Conserva
tion Act 

None 

Provision for formal establishment of 
Council should be provlded for within 
the framework of the SEP Land Develop
ment and Conservation Act 

SCHEDULING 

Establ ishment of a "develop
ment council" must precede 
finalization of road con
struction contracts with 
USAID (see Memorandum of 
Understanding with GSKN) 

Land Use Plan should be 
adopted by start of road 
construction; 
Rules and Regulations must 
be in place before first 
land use permit application 
is received 

EMU should be functional by 
start of road construction; 
it will require external 
technical assistance during 
first 2-3 years 

Begin summer 1986 
(demands on EMU will re
sult from SEP development 
and will increase when 
Marine Pollution Protection 
Act becomes law) 

Must be functional by end of 
road construction phase 



Table 5.1 (continued). 

ACTION ITEM INITIATOR PREREQUISITE STEPS ASSOCIATED LEGAL REFORM SCHEDULING 

PREPARATION AND Planning Office 1) Procedures should be developed in Procedural requirements will be based on Must be available before road 
IMPLEMENTATION OF assisted by consultation with SEP Board and standards established in the Rules and has opened the Peninsula for 
PLANS, STUDIES, Externa 1 Technical Review Council Regulations for the Beach Control Act, even limited development 
AND GUIDELINES Consultants 2) Delineation and assignment of task Marine Pollution Protection Act, and the 
RECOMMENDED IN THE responsibilities for each step of SEP Land Development and Conservation 
EAR AND LUMP, with the "development application pro- Act 
early priority given cess" must be clarified 
to: 3) Management plans and prerequisite 
*development guide- studies required are outlined in 

lines (including the EAR (Table 5.1) 
"Developers' Hand-
book" ) 

*EIA procedures 
*Recreation/Amenities 

Plan 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A GSKN 1) Easements and right-of-ways need - Draft National Parks and Historic Easements, etc. must be nego-
PARK AND PUBLI C to be negotiated with SEP land- Sites legislation must be enacted tiated as soon as possible 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT owners - Fisheries Regulations will provide after SEP recreation plan 
FRAMEWORK FOR DESIG- 2) Eventual establishment of a public management and protection for certain completed; 
NATED SEP LANDS management authority for SEP park marine resources A "National Parks Planning 

and public recreation areas, e.g., Group" should be immediately 
"SEP Pi;lrks and Recreation Authority" created with public/private 

3) Park management trainees must be . sector representation to re-
identified as such personnel are view park management options 
not presently available within available and make recommenda-
Government tions to GSKN 

IMPLEMENTATION OF GSKN 1) Establishment of "core group" for None Formation of core group should 
AN ENVIRONMENTAL programme implementation as out- take place to coincide with 
EDUCATION PROGRAMME lined in Appendix D of the EAR start of road construction 

2) Determination of programme objec-
tives and means for accomplishment 
by core group 

I 
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6. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING CONTROLS AND GUIDELINES 

6.1 Making the Development Process Work 

In the case of the Southeast Peninsula, at the present time there is 
probably a greater risk in planning too much than there is from plan
ning too little. For St. Kitts and Nevis, as a small island country 
in the throes of shifting away from a dependency on sugar and towards 
a long agenda of pressing matters needing and consuming the attention 
of available leadership (and entrepreneurial skills), there are limits 
as to how complicated the environmental safety net for the Peninsula 
should be, especially during the early stages of the undertaking. 
There are severe constraints on how much time and effort Kittitian 
leaders and technicians can devote to this issue (as opposed to other 
priorities). 

The Peninsula is large enough and the sequence of development events 
is likely to be slow enough so that the risk of major environmental 
failures or catastrophes is not near as great as the risk of taking 
excessive time, energy and resources to create ever more elaborate 
plans and planning procedures upfront. Instead, like the development 
process itself, both should be incremental, not monumental. Excessive 
preoccupation with completeness and intricacy of design for both the 
planning process and the plans themselves in a developing small island 
state ignore the fact that form follows function. 

In the real world, the action-oriented political process finds ways to 
detour around inflexible obstacles like yesterday's detailed "master 
plan," now needing update through a cumbersome revision, re-design 
process. For this reason, this Land Use Management Plan for the 
Southeast Peninsula places more emphasis on the use of guidelines, 
checklists, and simple procedures. A flexible plan and permit pro
cedure with carefully scheduled feedback from on-site compliance mon
itoring is infinitely more effective than an inflexible, elaborate 
blueprint with a complex approval process which may be so time con
suming that little monitoring occurs and permitting delays induce 
circumvention. 

With a detailed SEP Environmental Assessment Report and a broadly 
conceived and executed Land Use Management Plan now completed, the 
next cycle of events will be more action-oriented, more focussed on 
implementing the EAR and LUMP recommendations and on making key start
up decisions. 

6.2 Control and Guidance 

The appendices to this document address through a series of topical 
briefs both control mechanisms (governmental units, legislation, per
mitting, impact assessment) and also guidelines for developing and 
managing various services and natural features on the Peninsula. Ac
tivities traditionally presenting environmental problems have been em-
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phasized. The list of cautionary management guidelines provided in
clude the following subjects: 

Utilities (roads and parking, water and power) 
Sewage 
Solid Waste 
Spearfishing 
Salt Ponds 
Marinas 
Beaches 
Erosion Control 
Sand Mining 
Marketing. 

These areas are, therefore, generally not addressed in the main text 
of this report; all (except spearfishing and marketing) were treated 
in some detail in the antecedent Environmental Assessment Report 
document. 

6.3 Special Guidelines: The Amenities Agenda 

6.3.1 The Problem 

In all complex planning schemes and exciting projects, there is 
always the risk that small but nonetheless important items, tasks and 
issues will be overlooked. It is too easy to forget to confirm the 
assumptions built into the often heard statement, "oh, we assumed 
'they' will do that," or "we will take care of that later" or "that's 
not important now." 

Secondly, during the course of the LUMP investigations, a growing gap 
in local perceptions about what needs to be done to make the Peninsula 
road and development scheme work was noted by the study team. From 
the landowners' perspective, the Government should only build the 
road, quickly provide water and power, and then stand aside; the 
owners will take it from there, preferably in as unfettered and uncon
strained a format as possible. The Government has then only to sit 
back and collect revenues. Some landowners have expressed skepticism 
even about a Government role in marketing, in protected areas manage
ment, or in recreational facilities development. 

On the other hand, Government obviously and correctly has defined a 
somewhat larger role for itself -- including environmental assessment 
and land use planning (which some landowners considered a '~aste of 
time"), improved development permit procedures, tourism marketing of 
the State and the Peninsula as a "new destination," maximizing employ
ment opportunities and, lastly, encouraging residential housing, 
public recreation facilities and a new "town" on the Peninsula. 

Obviously, the "partnership" concept is still a long way from becoming 
a reality. 
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6.3.2 The Challenge 

There is a large gap -- a hidden agenda of tasks -- that falls 
between the two perspectives highlighted in the preceding section, a 
list of which would include the following: 

reforestation of damaged or erosion-prone SEP areas 
- roadside and public area landscaping 
- nurseries for the first two items above (which should 

be started now) 
- navigational aids (buoys, beacons, and markers 

presuming a marina is built and "yachting tourism" 
encouraged) 

- public jetty and associated parking (recommended for 
White House Bay) 

- customs and immigration facilities and services 
- fire, postal and police services 
- signs and sign control (directional, locational and 

informational) 
- hiking trail system (including easements) 
- horseback riding trail system (including easements) 
- archaeological and historic site development as 

attractions 
- public toilets for SEP day visitors (local and tourist) 

at key locations (before there are hotels nearby). 

The locus of responsibility for all of the above probably resides with 
Government, but most will require varying degrees of involvement, co
operation and participation on the part of one or more SEP landowners. 
Few will happen in an orderly and effective fashion if left to the 
private sector. Most are essential to the effective development of 
the Peninsula as a world-class resort area and first-class local 
recreational facility. Some, fortunately, will be required before 
others. All will cost money -- perhaps as much as half the cost of 
the road itself for the entire list when completed. Funding for some 
is available even now -- assuming a modicum of preliminary planning is 
undertaken. 

Unfortunately, our economic analysis (see Section 4 and Appendix A) 
suggests the private sector landowners are unlikely to have a suffic
iently large profit margin to be able to afford many of these ameni
ties, from which all will benefit -- including the Peninsula's envi
ronment. If this proves to be the case, then the landowners need to 
see Government as a needed partner and assist in the search for fund
ing and the development of an action agenda to provide these required 
amenities on some agreed upon schedule over the next few years. 

Government, on the other hand, needs to move rapidly to expand its 
current agenda to include the above list of tasks needing resolution 
as to who is going to do what, when and with what resources. Planning 
should be started as soon as possible on most items -- if only to ar-
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rive at preliminary cost figures and ranking of priorities as to im
portance, timing and phasing requirements. 

This public sector aspect of Peninsula development requires special 
emphasis since government-initiated environmental planning has been 
weak the world over. Evidence, however, also suggests that the two 
key causes of this poor public performance have been the lack of 
clearly defined and allocated resource management responsibilities and 
the absence of duly assigned authority to carry out these tasks: 

... the basic problem is the absence of public 
institutions that have the appropriate range of 
power and responsibilities and the appropriate 
incentives to choose among options in the public 
interest (Mills and Graves, 1986). 

This Land Use Management Plan attempts to address this concern by out
lining appropriate actions to be taken by Government to insure that 
institutional and legislative changes required for Peninsula develop
ment and protection are effectively implemented (see especially Table 
5.1). 
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SOUTHEAST PENINSULA DEVELOPMENT: ECONOMIC PROJECTIONS 

A.l INTRODUCTION 

According to the Minister of Tourism and Labour for St. Kitts and 
Nevis, Michael Powell, (personal communication, March 1986), the 
opening of the Southeast Peninsula presents the Government of St. 
Kitts and Nevis with a privileged opportunity to achieve something 
truly path-breaking in the Eastern Caribbean: 

- to create a tasteful and attractive environ
mental tourism on which to anchor the country's 
economic diversification strategy, and 

- to provide access for local residents to pris
tine recreation and scenic resources, national 
wildlife and marine treasures for generations to 
come. 

This general policy direction, in conjunction with the Southeast Pen
insula's unique natural assets, suggests that a proposed development 
scenario must be designed to achieve several objectives simultane
ously. 

Ideally, the pace of new construction and the level of visitor/resi
dent density and resource use must be sufficiently robust: 

(1) to insure hotel profitability, and 

(2) to recoup operating expenses and part of the 
capital costs of the road network. 

On the other hand, growth must be sufficiently modest: 

(3) to sustain long-term natural asset quality, 

(4) to avoid depleting the local labour supply and/ 
or to forego intermediate food/raw material 
linkages with the insular economy, and 

(5) to fall within reasonable expectations for St. 
Kitt's future share of foreign tourism demand given 
intense regional and international competition, 
changing currency alignments, and the vagaries 
of the political environment. 
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In addition to those five conditions, constructing a realistic South
east Peninsula development plan is complicated by other problems. 
First, some of the primary data on which to base the forecast are 
either unavailable or unreliable. For example, comprehensive labour 
force, unemployment, and employment distribution data do not exist. 
Moreover, gross domestic product and hotel occupancy statistics suffer 
from considerable nonreporting and undereporting. 

Second, past studies have employed either unrealistic assumptions (see 
Preinvest's [1985] critique of Coopers and Lybrand [1983] study) or 
proven highly conjectural. For example, the Government of St. Kitts 
and Nevis' "1982 Tourism Development Plan" projects in the "pessimis
tic" scenarios over 1800 hotel rooms by 1986, against experience 
(March, 1986) of roughly 850. The "optimistic" forecast was 4,000. 

Third, the present task for the LUMP team requires projections for a 
20 year period in a region which has shown remarkable shifts and 
changes in short periods of time throughout its history. This obvi
ously weakens confidence in development scenarios because of uncer
tainty about a host of parameters normally assumed constant over a 
five to ten year time horizon, including unanticipated major events 
which could condition the validity of forecasting for the Southeast 
Peninsula. (As an example of the above, the unforeseen U.S. embargo 
of Cuba was largely responsible for rapid tourist expansion in the 
U.S. Virgin Islands in the 1960's. This demand for construction and 
service labour was then largely responsible for depletion of the St. 
Kitts and Nevis pool after 1962, when Britain imposed immigration 
restrictions. [See de Albuquerque and McElroy, 1982].) Therefore, in 
addition to the usual distortions introduced by the unevenness of 
real-world investment flows conflicting with a linear forecast model, 
this long-period requirement attaches a certain speculative character 
to the analysis. We are reasonably confident about the first decade, 
less so about the second. 

Finally, projecting the behavior of small tightly-coupled island sys
tems like St. Kitts and Nevis is fraught with special hazards not only 
because of small base numerical distortion but also because relatively 
minor events/adjustments can translate into major impacts (errors) on 
the outcome. 

Given the constrained targets the project scenario(s) are required to 
satisfy (see Section 1.3), along with the substantive data and meth
odological difficulties identified above, a degree of caution, ex
pressed in conservative growth assumptions, informs the analysis which 
follows. Moreover, because of the uncertainty imposed by the 20-year 
forecast horizon, intuitive conservative judgement about the likely 
occurrence of non-controllable factors is employed, as is common in 
investment risk analysis (Reutlinger, 1970). To minimize errors, this 
intuition is drawn, insofar as data allow, from the historical behav
ior of St. Kitts and Nevis and, where lacking, from the documented 
experience of other tourist-led island economies in the region. Fin
ally, cautious economic expectations may be particularly warranted in 
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the Southeast Peninsula area since long-run economic success hinges in 
great part on protecting and enhancing amenity quality. However, this 
merging of tourism and conservation in practice is difficult to antic
ipate ~ ante because it invariably involves compromise on both sides, 
if only to not compromise key natural processes and environmental sys
tems essential to sustainable development. 

On the one hand, some restrictions on tourism activity 
for 'protected areas' or conservation purposes may be 
necessary even if it means less revenue than desired. 
On the other hand, tourism, if it is to be successful, 
is likely to have at least some impact on the natural 
environment regardless of the controls imposed 
(Stockly, 1984). 

The unclear scope and direction of such compromises and the absence of 
mechanisms for reaching them expeditiously breeds further uncertainty 
and clouds forecasting. 

A.2 APPROACH TO ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

The economic analysis included in the LUMP report is in five parts, 
four of which are included in this Appendix and the fifth forms the 
basis of Section 4 in the main body of the report. The first briefly 
reviews the macroeconomic and demographic structure and performance of 
St. Kitts and Nevis and provides the basis for overall economic and 
labour force projections. The second examines the recent behavior of 
the tourism sector including product characteristics, composition of 
visitor demand, and medium and long-term growth patterns for stay-over 
and cruise ship tourists. The third details the assumptions used in 
developing the five sub-analyses needed to construct the 20-year 
Southeast Peninsula development scenarios. The five sub-analyses 
include: (1) access road construction and fiscal recovery, (2) hotel/ 
condominium construction plus stay-over spending projections and im
pacts, (3) day-trippers (visitor and resident) spending and impacts, 
(4) hotel(s) profitability analysis, and (5) other recreational facil
ity profit analysis and impacts. The fourth section of the analysis 
reports a range of development scenarios and discusses the results of 
"sensitivity analyses" tied to some of the more crucial assumptions 
employed by the LUMP team. The economic analysis also includes an 
executive summary of the overall macroeconomic and labour force im
pacts associated with the Southeast Peninsula, justifies the choice of 
a specific development scenario to guide decision-makers and briefly 
suggests some follow-up policy steps necessary for successful imple
mentation. The summary is found in Section 4 of this report. 



A-4 

A.3 THE SETTING 

A.3.1 Population 

The demographic history of St. Kitts and Nevis is highly relevant (see 
Table A-I). First, the population has remained remarkably stable over 
the past 100 years. Decennial changes have varied no more than 10-15% 
in either direction, and average annual growth rates have been consis
tently low. Over the entire century and a half (1844-1980), the popu
lation grew less than 0.3% per year. 

Second, demographic swings have been largely the result of the vagar
ies of sugar and emigration opportunity, similar to the contemporary 
period. After sugar production peaked in the 1880's, the population 
declined steadily as St. Kitts and Nevis workers routinely migrated to 
Trinidad, Bermuda, the Dominican Republic, and later the United States 
(Richardson, 1983). Population increases between 1921-1960 were ini
tiated by U.S. immigration restrictions (1924) but were fueled mainly 
by expanded sugar production made possible by new refining and rail
road construction technology. Between 1960 and 1975, however, sugar 
production declined 50% (World Bank, 1985), and massive out-migration 
primarily to the U.S. Virgin Islands averaged 1,000-1,500 per year 
(McElroy and de Albuquerque, 1986b). Local observers estimate that 
between 6,000-12,000 workers -- equivalent to roughly one-fifth of the 
current population of St. Kitts and Nevis -- are employed off-island. 

Finally, Table A-I data underline the dominance of St. Kitts in the 
two-island federation, comprising 78% of the total population in 1980. 

To provide a projection base, Table A-2 presents detailed St. Kitts 
and Nevis trends covering most recent years for which published data 
are available. These figures indicate annual population growth over 
the entire 1975-1983 period of 0.5% and 1.0% between 1979-1983. Ex
trapolating an average rate of 0.7% through 1986 yields an end-year 
population of 46,087. From this assumed Southeast Peninsula project 
start-up date, an annual rate of 0.65% was employed over the 20 year 
forecast period using the rate of natural increase plus net migration 
growth formula and the following assumptions: 

1. The crude birth rate will decline from pres
ent 1983 levels of 29 (per 1,000) because of the 
likely impacts of modernization, but average 26 
over the forecast period. 

2. The crude death rate will average 10 (per 
1,000) since most infant mortality declines have 
already been achieved. 

3. The crude rate of net migration (rate of emi
gration per 1,000) will average 9.5 because of the 
historical persistence of St. Kitts and Nevis 
livelihood mobility. This rate represents roughly 



Table A-I. Population of St. Kitts-Nevis, 1844 - 1980. 

YEAR 

1844 
1861 
1871 
1881 
1891 
1901 
1911 
1921 
1946 
1960 
1970 
1980 

Sources: 

ST.KITTS NEVIS 

23,177 9,571 
24,440 9,822 
28,619 11,703 
29,137 18,864 
30,876 13,087 
29,782 12,774 
26,283 12,945 
22,415 11,569 
29,818 11,388 

33,753 11,131 
33,868 9,441 

ST. KITTS/NEVIS 

32,748 
34,262 
40,322 
41,001 
43,963 
42,556 
39,228 
33,984 
41,206 
50,883 
44,884 
43,309 

ABSOLUTE 
CHANGE 

1,514 
6,060 

679 
2,962 

-1,407 
-3,328 
-5,574 

7,222 
9,677 

-5,999 
-1.575 

AVE. AMT. 
CHANGE ~~ 

0.3 
1.8 
0.2 
0.7 

-0.3 
-0.8 
-1.4 

0.9 
1.7 

-1.2 
-0.4 

1844-1946, St. Kitts-Nevis, Leeward Islands, West Indies Popula-
tion Census, 1946; 1960, St. Kitts-Nevis, Anguilla, West Indies 
Population Census, 1960; 1970 and 1980, St. Kitts-Nevis, Commonwealth 
Caribbean Census, 1970 and 1980. 

)::0 
I 

U1 



Table A-2. St. Kitts-Nevis: recent population trends, 1975-1983. 1 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 2 , 

End Year 
Population 43,280 42,881 43,284 43,014 43,050 43,309 44,269 44,646 45,133 

Crude Birth Rate 
(per '000)3 25.4 30.8 28.0 24.6 28.1 27.0 25.7 29.3 29.7 

Crude Death Rate 
(per '000)3 9.9 11.1 11.6 10.8 12.3 11.4 10.2 11.3 10.8 

Crude Net Migrat~on 
Rate (per '000) -24.8 -29.0 -7.1 -20.1 -15.0 -9.7 6.2 -9.6 -8.1 

Total Births 1,099 1,320 1,212 1,059 1,211 1,170 1,137 1,307 1,341 
):= 
I 

Total Deaths 427 476 503 466 529 493 450 503 489 0"1 

Natural Population 
Increase 672 844 709 593 682 677 687 804 852 

Net Migration -1,074 -1,243 -306 -863 -646 -418 273 -427 -365 

Net Population 
Increase -402 -399 403 -270 36 259 960 377 487 

1 Sources: GSKN, Annual Digest, 1973, 1980, 1982; McElroy and deAlbuquerque, 1986b (Table 3). 

2 Estimated from average births, deaths, net migration, 1975-1982. 

3 Island Resources Foundation estimates. 
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440 emigres for 1986 and reflects no major long
term increases resulting from the expanded U.S. 
quota associated with recent St. Kitts and Nevis 
political independence. 

These assumptions yield a growth rate of 6.5 per 1000 population 
[(26.0-10.0)-9.5] or 0.65% per year. 

Table A-3 presents results of the 20-year forecast. The figures indi
cate absolute and relative increases of 6,378 and 13.8%, respectively 
(outcomes certainly within historical experience for long-period 
swings). Included also are labour force projections. They are ini
tially based on a labour force participation rate (persons 15-64/total 
population) of 35% for 1986, common to other small Caribbean islands 
depleted by emigration. Over the forecast period the rate rises to 
41% to reflect stability in the age-sex structure expected from long
run economic expansion, reduced emigration, and some return migration. 
This increase is analogous to, but less extreme than the experience of 
the U.S. Virgin Islands between 1950-1970, when the labour force 
participation rate rose from 31 to 47% (de Albuquerque and McElroy, 
1982). It seems consonant with more modest changes occurring pre
sently in other expanding Eastern Caribbean islands like the Bahamas, 
British Virgin Islands, and Caymans (McElroy and de Aluquerque, 
1986b). 

Such asumptions yield a growth in the St. Kitts and Nevis labour force 
over the forecast period from 16,130 to 21,510. This represents a net 
increase of 5,380 and an annual rate of 1.7% per year. By comparison, 
this labour force growth is below the 2.2% estimated by Bouvier, 1984 
(Scenario B) for St. Kitts and Nevis from 1980 through 2000 using a 
participation rate peak of 47%. On the other hand, the population 
projections are somewhat higher because of a slightly higher fertility 
assumption employed in this analysis. 

A.3.2 The Economy 

The contemporary St. Kitts and Nevis economy is a classical export
propelled system in a dual structure. Traditionally, sugar and gov
ernment service have dominated St. Kitts -- controlling up to four
fifths of overall economic activity -- while Nevis is characterized by 
small-holder agriculture, livestock grazing, fishing and small-scale 
tourism. Generally, this is comparable to the highly open structure 
common in the Eastern Caribbean with activity divided evenly between 
export and residentiary sectors. Growth is transmitted primarily 
through export proceeds -- hence the historical significance of sugar 
-- which are exchanged for domestic goods/services and imports. 

Table A-4 traces recent changes in the sectoral distribution of Gross 
Domestic Product between 1977 and 1984. These data pinpoint the 
structural shifts involved in the economy's ongoing transition from a 
mono-crop to a diversified base. These figures clearly identify the 
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Table A-3. Population and labour force projections. 

LABOUR FORCE 
YEAR POPULATION1 PARTICIPATION RATE2

?t LABOUR FORCE3 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

46,387 
46,689 
46,992 
47,297 
47,604 
47,913 
48,224 
48,538 
48,854 
49,172 
49,492 
49,814 
50,138 
50,464 
50,792 
51,122 
51,454 
51,789 
52,126 
52,465 

.35 

.35 

.36 

.36 

.36 

.37 

.37 

.37 

.38 

.38 

.38 

.39 

.39 

.39 

.40 

.40 

.40 

.41 

.41 

.41 

16,235 
16,341 
16,917 
17 ,027 
17,137 
17,729 
17,843 
17 ,959 
18,564 
18,685 
18,807 
19,427 
19,554 
19,681 
20,317 
20,449 
20,582 
21,233 
21,372 
21,510 

1 IRF estimates based on an annual average increase of 
0.65% and a 1986 estimate of 46,087. 

2 Percent of the total population between 15 and 64 years. 

3 Total population times the labour force participation 
rate. 



Table A-4. St. Kitts-Nevis gross domestic product by economic activity in 
constant 1977 prices (EC$ million): percentage distribution. 

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

1. Agriculture 18.9 19.2 19.3 16.8 16.7 15.8 13.5 13.9 
1.1 Sugarcane 12.0 12.0 11.8 10.0 9.5 9.2 7.6 8.0 
1.2 Crops (other) 2.1 2.2 2.7 2.5 2.4 2.0 1.5 1.5 
1.3 Livestock 3.4 3.4 3.1 2.8 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.5 
1.4 Forestry 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
1.5 Fishing 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 

2. Mining and 
Quarrying 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 

3. Manufacturing 18.1 18.5 17.3 16.9 14.4 14.7 13.8 14.5 
4. Electricity and Water 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 
5. Construction 9.5 6.9 7.9 9.6 9.5 10.6 9.2 9.1 
6 . Wholesale and 

):::> 
Retail Trade 10.1 10.9 10.8 11.7 10.9 11.4 12.9 12.7 I 

7. Hotels and 
1..0 

Restaurants 2. 1 3.1 3.6 3.3 3.5 2.8 2.9 3.1 
8. Transport 5.5 5.7 5.1 5.4 5.8 5.6 6.0 5.9 

8.1 Road Transport 4.2 4.1 3.7 3.9 4.3 4.2 4.5 4.4 
8.2 Sea Transport 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 
8.3 Air Transport o . 7 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 

9. Communications 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.2 5.3 4.9 5.3 5.2 
10. Banks and Insurance 5.5 5.1 5.3 5.3 5.0 5.6 5.9 5.8 
11. Real Estate and 

Housing 7.6 7.5 7.0 6.9 6.6 6.3 6.7 6.6 
12. Government Services 17.0 18.0 19.1 19.3 19.4 19.5 20.6 19.9 
13. Other Services 5.1 4.6 4.4 4.7 5.1 5.0 5.6 5.6 
14. Less Imputed 

Service Charges 3.6 3.7 4.0 4.5 3.6 3.6 3.9 3.8 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: GSKN, Nat ion a -l_A c c~u n t§, 1977-1984 (1986). 
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secular deterioration in the sugar industry as well as compensatory 
increases in government, export manufacturing (textiles, electronic 
assembly, beverages), tourism and related trade, finance, and other 
services. The expected long-term continuation of such trends under
lines the Government's stated diversification strategy into domestic 
agriculture, export substitution, and social infrastructure (The 
Courier, 1985), including specific policy emphasis on Southeasr-Pen
insula development. 

The major question which clouds the horizon is the sugar crlSlS. Be
tween 1979-1983 production fell 30%, and field and factory employment 
decreased 28% (World Bank, 1985). A constellation of factors have 
been responsible: chronic labour shortage from emigration and compe
tition from other sectors (USAID, 1985); world oversupply; metropoli
tan demand for artificial sweeteners; factory under-utilization; poor 
harvesting methods; unfavourable sterling exchange declines; a 25% cut 
in the u.s. export quota; and continuing tense labour-management rela
tions (Midgett, 1975). 

Since sugar directly and indirectly accounts for a quarter of insular 
activity, the impact of its slide has been deeply embedded in related 
imbalances throughout the economy. For example, primarily because of 
failing sugar exports between 1978 and 1984, the merchandise trade 
deficit increased from US$7.5 million to US$27.0 million and the def
icit/Gross Domestic Product ratio rose from 27% to over 80% (World 
Bank, 1985). This growing visible trade deficit was largely erased by 
a steady stream of off-island remittances and a remarkable doubling of 
tourist revenues over the period. 

In the public sector, the current budget shifted from an EC$6 million 
surplus in 1980 to an EC$9 million deficit by 1984 (World Bank, 1985). 
This erosion was due to the discontinuation of the sugar levy after 
1981 (EC$11.7 million in 1980 or one-fifth of all revenue) to reduce 
losses in the government-owned sugar industry. As a result, the taxi 
Gross Domestic Product ratio declined from 29 to 19%. In addition, 
financing the growing deficit diverted investment resources from 
public infrastructure projects as capital spending fell between 1980-
1984 by two-thirds. Moreover, short-term borrowing to keep the sugar 
industry solvent in the face of product prices below production costs 
increased the Government's holding of total bank loans from 29% in 
1980 to 40% in 1984 (ECCB, 1986), thus limiting private access to 
funds. Since remittances from emigres working abroad habitually fi
nance considerable off-island purchases of consumer durables, thus 
yielding negative private savings, this expanded public bank borrow
ing -- to keep sugar afloat and maintain essential capital projects -
has resulted in increased net external indebtedness, albeit at conces
sional rates. 

Such imbalances underline the importance of sugar in the trade-depen
dant St. Kitts and Nevis economy and emphasise the crucial role of 
exports in general. Because of the long-term pessimism surrounding 
the present demand and supply limitations constraining sugar, clearly 



Table A-5. St. Kitts-Nevis gross domestic product by economic activity, at 
factor cost in constant 1977 prices (EC$ million). 

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

1. Agriculture 13.10 13.70 14.86 13.44 14.09 14.09 11.50 12.32 
1.1 Sugarcane 8.31 8.54 9.07 8.03 7.97 8.25 6.52 7.05 
1.2 Crops (other) 1. 42 1. 62 2.09 1. 99 2.05 1. 74 1. 25 1. 35 
1.3 Livestock 2.39 2.43 2.41 2.21 2.54 2.49 2.11 2.21 
1.4 Forestry 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 
1.5 Fishing 0.93 1. 06 1. 23 1.14 1.46 1. 53 1. 54 1. 63 

2 . Mining and 
Quarrying 0.20 0.15 0.18 0.23 0.24 0.28 0.23 0.24 

3. Manufacturing 12.54 13.15 13.31 13.58 12.15 13.17 11.72 12.83 
4. Electricity and Water 0.61 0.71 0.74 0.88 0.94 1. 00 1. 01 1. 02 
5 . Construction 6.59 4.94 6.09 7.72 7.99 9.49 7.77 8.08 
6 . Wholesale and )::> 

I 

Retail Trade 7.01 7.75 8.32 9.36 9.20 10.18 10.95 11.25 I--' 
I--' 

7 . Hotels and 
Restaurants 1. 42 2.21 2.78 2.61 2.91 2.50 2.48 2.72 

8 . Transport 3.81 4.03 3.94 4.31 4.85 5.03 5.13 5.23 
8.1 Road Transport 2.90 2.93 2.82 3.14 3.57 3.75 3.81 3.87 
8.2 Sea Transport 0.41 0.43 0.42 0.47 0.52 0.55 0.58 0.61 
8.3 Air Transport 0.50 0.67 0.70 0.70 0.76 0.73 0.74 0.75 

9. Communications 2.05 2.15 2.35 2.57 4.44 4.38 4.51 4.64 
10. Banks and Insurance 3.79 3.63 4.06 4.28 4.19 4.96 5.04 5.12 
11. Real Estate and 

Housing 5.26 5.31 5.40 5.50 5.57 5.62 5.71 5.80 
12. Government Services 11.75 12.84 14.69 15.45 16.30 17.46 17.54 17.62 
13. Other Services 3.55 3.31 3.37 3.75 4.29 4.50 4.72 4.95 
14. Less Imputed 

Service Charges 2.48 2.64 3.10 3.59 3.06 3.25 3.30 3.35 

TOTAL 69.20 71.24 76.99 80.09 84.10 89.41 85.01 88.47 

Source: GSKN, N _C!~-i~l"la1 p. c c 0 un t s , 1977-1984 (1986). 
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future economic stablization and prosperity, as well as achievement of 
the social service imperatives stemming from a youthful population 
(half under 20 years), will depend largely on the success of light 
manufacturing, tourism, and related construction and services. Ta
bles A-5 and A-6 provide the basis for designing a reasonable scenario 
for this transition over the 20-year projection period. 

Table A-5 records the sectoral distribution of Gross Domestic Product 
between 1977 and 1984. These data highlight the overwhelming impor
tance of government services and the publicly-owned sugar industry 
which together account for 30% of the 1984 Gross Domestic Product. 
For projection purposes, Table A-6 estimates simple annual growth 
rates for each sector between 1977-1984 and the most recent five-year 
period for which published data are available, 1979-1984. The sec
toral distribution of Gross Domestic Product for 1986 is then esti
mated from the 1984 figures using roughly the same annual growth rates 
obtained from the 1979-1984 period. These estimates provide the basis 
for the 20-year forecast developed in Table A-7. 

In order to project long-term prospects for the St. Kitts and Nevis 
economy, first an annual average growth rate of 3.0% was assumed for 
real Gross Domestic Product (EC$million) in 1977 prices between 1986-
2006. This is similar to the 3% rate recorded between 1979-84 and, 
given population projections less than 1%, yields a net annual in
crease in per capita income of roughly 2%, an improvement viewed ne
cessary to support demographic assumptions of lower emigration rates 
than obtained between 1960-1975. 

Second, using estimated 1986 data, economic sectors were clustered 
into six major activities to more sharply identify key sectors: (1) 
agriculture (plus sugar manufacturing), (2) export manufacturing, (3) 
tourism, (4) construction, (5) an "All Other" category including 
trade, transport, communication, utilities, finance and realty, and 
other services, and (6) government. Tourism activity was estimated 
from hotel output plus contributions from wholesale/retail trade, 
transport, finance/realty, other service, etc. based on allocation 
ratios developed in McElroy (1978) for the u.S. Virgin Islands with 
appropriate downward adjustments for the relatively narrow St. Kitts 
and Nevis tourism base. As a result of these adjustments, the 1986 
benchmark figures clearly demonstrate the service-bias nature common 
to small Eastern Caribbean economies. In the St. Kitts and Nevis 
case, service activity in 1986 -- all other (33%), government (20%), 
tourism (11%) -- contributed over 60% of the total Gross Domestic 
Product • 

Next, differential linear compound growth rates were assumed over the 
forecast period for the six sectors to sketch out the long-term con
tours of St. Kitts and Nevis' transition to a more diversified base. 
Because of the highly speculative nature of this exercise, these pro
jections were based primarily on past performance but conditioned by 
reasonable expectations about the small territory's competitive po
tential in the Caribbean context. For example, government and all 



Table A-6. 
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Annual sectoral growth rates and 
estimates of GOP contribution in 1986. 1 

1977-1984 1979-1984 GOP 1986 
01 01 (EC$) 10 10 

Sugar 3 -3.3 -3.7 $ 12.5 
Agriculture/ 

Mining 1.5 -1. 5 5.5 
Manufacturing 8.6 5.6 7.0 
Construction 3.2 6.2 9.0 
Transport/Communi-
cation/Utilities 9.5 10.9 11.0 

Hotels 13.3 1.0 3.0 
Trade 8.8 7.2 13.0 
Finance/Realty 4 2.0 3.4 8.0 
Other Services 5.6 9.4 6.0 
Government 7.0 4.0 19.0 
GOP 4.0 3.0 94.0 

1 All data computed from Table A-5. 

2 

2 Estimate based on 1979-84 growth rate except unchanged 
(1984) levels for sugar, agriculture, and transport, etc. 

3 Includes sugar mangufacturing. Break out from p. 67, 
GOSK, Annual Digest, 1982. 

4 Minus imputed service charges. 
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Table A-7. Projections of GDP and the sectoral 
distribution of GDP, 1986 and 2006 
(EC$ 1977). 

1986 1 ' 
Projected 

01 GDP Annual 2006 %GDP 10 

Compound 
Growth Rates 

Agriculture 2 18.0 19.1 -2.0 9.0 5.3 

Manufacturing 7.0 7.5 1.5 9.0 5.3 

Tourism 3 10.0 10.6 7.0 39.0 22.8 

Construction 9.0 9.6 5.0 24.0 14.0 

All other 4 31. 0 33.0 3.0 56.0 32.7 

Government 19.0 20.2 3.0 34.0 20.0 

GDP 94.0 100.0 3.0 171. 0 100.05 

1 Computed from Table A-6. 

2 Includes sugar manufacturing. 

3 Includes 100% hotel activity, 25% finance/realty/other 
services and roughly 15% of trade/transportation/ 
communication/utilities. 

4 Includes trade, transport, communication, utilities, 
finance, realty, and other services. 

5 May not sum to 100.00 because of rounding. 
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other services were projected to increase 3% in tandem with Gross 
Domestic Product, while light manufacturing -- because of its vola
tility in the face of unpredictable extraneous influences -- was ex
pected to grow only 1.5% annually. Agriculture/sugar was projected to 
decline 2% per year, while high rates were forecast for construction 
(5%) because of its close association with an expanding visitor indus
try, and for tourism (7%) based on recent experience and other inde
pendent forecasts for St. Kitts and Nevis (Coopers-Lybrand, 1983; 
TTCI, 1981), and the payoffs expected from accessing the Southeast 
Peninsula. 

Despite the high level of aggregation and conjecture involved, these 
provisional projections suggest a future (2006) St. Kitts and Nevis 
economy based on Government activities and the lead private sector, 
tourism, in which services control roughly 75% of Gross Domestic 
Product. The figures further indicate that the transition from an 
agriculture/sugar base -- which declines 10 percentage points over the 
period -- is accomplished primarily by increases in tourism (+12%) 
and, secondarily, in construction (+4.4%). Sectoral distributions of 
employment were considered too speculative to forecast because only 
incomplete total employment figures are available locally (GSKN, De
partment of Labour, 1985) and because estimates of unemployment vary 
widely, from over 30% (Chameleon Press, 1984) to 19% (USAID, 1985: 
Table 2). 

A.4 TOURISM 

A.4.1 Product Characteristics 

Tourism in St. Kitts and Nevis is a relatively limited but highly 
dynamic sector. With few exceptions, it has developed from a small 
base of family-managed properties and guest houses/second homes (GSKN, 
1982), and is now considered, like several other Eastern Caribbean 
countries, a new Caribbean destination (TTCI, 1981). Amenities in
clude unspoiled scenic land and seascapes, abundant wildlife, unique 
historic sites like the Brimstone Hill Fortification in St. Kitts and 
Alexander Hamilton's birthplace in Nevis, two-island excursions, lim
ited water sports, golf/tennis, hiking/horse riding, an uncrowded am
bience and an hospitable host population. Traditionally, the islands 
have appealed to wealthy, older, repeat tourists, but the visitor mix 
is changing as the result of recent additions to hotel capacity in the 
Frigate Bay Area of St. Kitts, as well as significant improvements in 
air and sea infrastructure. 

Presently, St. Kitts enjoys direct air access to North America and 
(from Miami) Europe. Nevis is less accessible and served primarily by 
commuter lines from regional gateways in the U.S. Virgin Islands, 
Puerto Rico, St. Maarten and Antigua. Both oval-shaped islands are 
fringed with a circumferential road network. St. Kitts has a deep 
water port and has become one of the fastest growing ports of call for 
Caribbean cruise ships. This is partly due to its proximity to Puerto 



Table A-8. Tourist arrivals in the Caribbean (thousands). 

~~Change 

1970 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 84/83 70/84 

OECS COUNTRIES 177.2 314.5 296.3 292.7 325.1 382.0 +17.5 + 8.3 
Anguilla 1.0 5. 7 6.2 6.7 7.8 10.8 +37.8 +70.0 
Antigua & Barbuda 63.4 86.6 84.7 87.0 101.1 129.1 +27.7 + 7.4 
Dominica 13.5 14.4 15.9 19.0 19.6 22.2 +13.2 + 4.6 
Grenada 30.3 29.4 25.1 23.2 32.5 1 39.5 +21.7 + 2.3 
Montserrat 9.5 15.4 15.6 15.0 14.3 15.9 +11.0 + 7.1 
St. Ki tts/Nevis 13.5 32.8 35.5 34.5 34.3 39.8 +16.3 +13.9 
St. Lucia 29.5 79.7 68.6 70.2 77.8 86.2 +10.9 +13.7 
St. Vincent & Gren. 16.4 50.4 44.7 37.1 37.7 38.5 + 2.0 + 9.6 

OTHER CARICOM 591.6 1028.1 1010.0 1028.9 1148.7 1249.5 + 8.8 
Barbados 156.7 369.9 352.6 303.8 328.3 367.7 +12.0 

J:= 
Belize 42.0 63.7 64.2 67.3 64.2 88.4 +37.7 I 

....... 
Jamaica 309.1 395.3 406.4 467.8 566.2 603.4 + 6.6 0'> 

Trinidad & Tobago 2 84.1 199.2 186.8 190.0 190.0 190.0 

NETHERLANDS ANTILLES (289.1) 577.8 616.7 638.3 596.9 690.2 +15.6 
Aruba 75.0 188.9 221.3 220.2 195.2 210.2 + 7.8 
Bonaire Z 7.4 25.2 28.7 30.3 27.8 30.0 + 7.9 
Cu racao Z 106.6 184.7 176.3 174.4 110.6 130.0 +17.5 
St. Maarten 100.0 179.0 190.4 213.4 263.3 320.0 +21.5 

BAHAMAS 891. 5 1181. 3 1030.6 1101.1 1239.8 1340.0 + 8.1 

BERMUDA 302.3 491. 6 429.8 416.6 446.9 417.5 - 6.6 

FRANCE (D.O.M.) 80.6 314.9 289.8 365.6 7 370.0 347.3 -6.1 
Guadeloupe 47.2 156.5 132.8 189.4 1 194.0 163.5 -15.7 
Martinique 33.4 158.5 157.0 176.2 176.0 183.8 +4.4 

U. S. TERRITORIES 1460.8 2007.4 1917.1 1903.7 1858.0 1897.5 +2.1 
Puerto Rico Z" 1088.4 1627.4 1573.4 1563.7 1513.0 1530.0 +1.1 
U . S . Virgin Islands 372.4 380.0 343.7 340.0 345.0 367.5 +6.5 



Table A-8. Tourist arrivals in the Caribbean (thousands). (continued) 

%Change 
1970 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 84/83 70/84 

OTHER COUNTRIES 447.0 1277.1 1313.0 1360.4 1380.0 1437.3 +4.1 
British Virgin Is. 33.5 97.0 109.6 113.7 118.9 121.5 +2.2 
Cayman Islands 22.9 120.2 124.6 121.2 130.8 148.5 +13.6 
Costa Rica 0 154.9 345.5 333.1 371. 6 326.1 330.0 +1.2 
Dominican Rep.'Z 63.0 301.1 339.3 341.2 380.0 400.0 +5.3 
Ha i tiZ 33.7 138.0 139.2 135.0 150.0 160.0 +6.7 
Su r i name ;Z 20.0 48.4 54.3 51. 6 50.0 50.0 
Turks & Caicos Is. 2.0 11. 9 12.3 13.3 14.2 17.3 +21.5 
Ve n e z u e 1 a "Z 117.0 215.0 200.0 212.8 210.0 210.0 

TOTAL 4241.0 7193.0 6903.0 7107.0 7365.0 7761.0 +5.4 )::0 
I 

I---' ....... 

1 New series. 

Z Includes estimates by CTRC. 

Source: CTRC, 1985. 
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Rico and Florida as a convenient day-stop on a seven-day tour, and 
partly due to the origination of new smaller cruise vessels in the 
nearby u.s. Virgin Islands (Towle, et al., 1985). 

Distinct features or constraints which define unique tourism elements 
of st. Kitts and Nevis include: (1) a regionally high proportion of 
visitors overnighting in second home accommodations, but a regionally 
low proportion overnighting in hotel accommodations, (2) a regionally 
high share of package visitors (TTCI, 1981), and (3) unusually low 
hotel occupancy rates and length of stay, which is a function of the 
industry's narrow facility/amenity base and "emerging" status. Other 
related constraints in the competitive Caribbean context include: 
less convenient air access; limited facility development (TTCI, 1981); 
below average beach quality, nightlife, and duty-free shopping or han
dicrafts; lack of strong destination identity in the prime North 
American and European markets; and limited promotional resources and 
experience (Beekhuis, 1985). The Government's policy to open up the 
unique recreational assets of the Southeast Peninsula is a deliberate 
attempt to address many of these internal supply contraints. 

A.4.2 Performance 

Table A-8 reviews Caribbean overnight visitor arrivals between 1970-
1984. In both the larger region and within the Eastern Caribbean, 
small, "emerging" destination contexts, St. Kitts and Nevis performed 
considerably above average with a 14% annual growth rate. As 
Bloomestein (1985) has observed elsewhere in the region, the expansion 
of hotel room capacity has closely paralleled this rapid growth in 
overnight visitors to St. Kitts and Nevis. According to Table A-9, 
between 1972-85 hotel rooms and total accommodations available in
creased 13% and 15%, respectively. Roughly three-fourths of these 
rooms are located on St. Kitts, and two-thirds of these are sited in 
the Frigate Bay area at the northwest entrance to the Southeast 
Peninsula (Towle, et al., 1985). 

Another dynamic component of St. Kitts and Nevis tourism is cruise 
traffic. Since 1976, cruise passengers have risen over ten-fold from 
3,056 (CTRC, 1985) to an estimated 36,000 (CTRC, 1986). Table A-IO 
indicates St. Kitts has become a growth standout in the region with 
visitor arrivals virtually continuing to double annually between 1980-
1984. This striking performance is partly due to successful Govern
ment promotional efforts (World Bank, 1985) and partly the result of 
Caribbean cruise industry rationalization and a deliberate policy to 
access new destinations. Although recent doubling rates cannot con
tinue for the long term, this tourism sub-sector should remain 
buoyant. 



Table A-9. 

YEAR 

1972 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

A-19 

St. Kitts-Nevis hotel and guest 1 
room accommodations, 1972 - 1985. 

HOTEL ROOMS TOTAL ROOMS AVAILABLE.2 

266 
288 
281 
296 
395 
430 
486 
479 
480 
493 
585 
596 
718 

266 

415 
502 
588 
581 
580 
590 
706 
707 
798 

Ave. annual growth 13.1% 15. 4~~ 

1 Sources: CTRC, 1984 and 1985; Towle, ~ ~., 1985; 
GSKN, Annual Digest, 1982. 

2 Includes apartments, beach cottages, guest houses and 
second houses. 
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Table A-I0. Cruise passenger arrivals ( thousands) . 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Antigua/ 
Barbuda 107.1 113.2 66.8 52.0 66.4 

Aruba 73.4 55.0 51.1 39.2 30.2 
Bahamas 577.6 596.9 719.6 854.1 907.8 
Barbados 156.5 135.8 110.8 102.5 99.2 
Bermuda 117.9 104.7 124.2 120.8 111.4 
Bonaire 2.9 12.0 6.8 0.3 n.a. 
British Virgin 

Islands 38.1 33.4 28.3 13.9 24.8 
Cayman Islands 60.9 78.0 158.3 177.2 203.6 
Costa Rica 0.9 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Curacao 169.0 128.4 110.0 107.1 121.0 
Dominica 7.4 5.5 2.4 6.1 3.2 
Dominican 

Republic 183.1 162.4 142.6 n.a. n.a. 
Grenada 145.6 77.6 62.1 50.2 34.2 
Guadeloupe 49.7 25.2 32.0 34.4 n.a. 
Haiti 159.7 117.8 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Jamaica 133.4 139.7 194.4 209.6 230.6 
Martinique 203.4 202.5 168.0 158.6 135.5 
Montserrat 4.1 5.1 9.1 3.6 4.3 
Puerto Rico 501.1 531.2 444.1 411.2 436.0 
St. Kitts & 

Nevis 5.8 10.9 11.1 22.8 34.0 
St. Lucia 59.0 18.9 33.8 33.3 37.2 
St. Maarten 105.5 106.4 92.9 73.0 n.a. 
St. Vincent & 

the Gren. 32.5 33.4 28.9 34.4 64.0 
Trinidad & 

Tobago 6.4 n.a. 6.0 2.9 4.6 
u.s. Virgin 

Islands 691.4 695.2 586.2 632.8 657.5 
Venezuela 201.7 179.6 136.2 n.a. n.a. 

TOTAL 3805 3590 3455 3550 3720 

Source: CTRC, 1985. 



Table A-II. Composition of visitor demand, 1980 - 1984 1 

1980 % 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 ~,j 1985 

U . S • A • 12,031 36.7 12,345 10,841 9,858 14,566 15,787 33.2 

C an ad a 1,760 5.4 2,050 2,451 2,072 2,488 7,737 16.3 

Europe 2,783 8.5 3,167 3,177 3,310 3,512 3,881 8.2 

Carib. 2 12,672 38.7 13,882 14,755 15,234 15,913 14,607 30.7 ):;:, 
I 

'n,) 

Other 3,505 10.7 3,908 3,351 3,800 3,325 5,535 11. 6 ',~, 

TOTAL 32,751 100.0 35,352 34,575 34,274 39,804 47,547 100.0 

1 Sources: CTRC, 1985; GOSK, Annual Digest, 1982; World Bank, 1985; 
IRF estimates. 

2 Includes Kittitians and Nevisians resident in U . S . Virgin Islands and the 
Netherland Antilles. 
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A.4.3 Visitor Profile and Other Characteristics 

Another unique aspect of St. Kitts and Nevis tourism is the relatively 
low proportion of North American tourists and the relatively high 
ratio of Caribbean visitors. According to Table A-II, U.S. and 
Caribbean arrivals each constituted roughly one-third of the total. 
Over the 1980-1985 period, the share of North Americans (U.S. and 
Canada) has risen favourably from 42% to 50%, primarily because of the 
rapid economic upturn in 1983 and the establishment in 1985 of back
to-back Canadian charters at the Jack Tar Hotel in Frigate Bay, the 
only St. Kitts and Nevis property servicing over 100 rooms. Between 
1984-1985, Canadian visitors more than tripled because of this busi
ness. The very high Caribbean proportion is due to off-island emi
grant St. Kitts and Nevis nationals returning temporarily from work/ 
education in other surrounding islands. For example, in 1982 over 
four-fifths of all St. Kitts and Nevis Caribbean visitors returned 
from only three close-by territories: U.S. Virgin Islands; Netherland 
Antilles (mostly St. Maarten); and Antigua. 

Several distinct tourism behaviors flow from this unique visitor mix. 
For example, the large share of West Indian returnees with family ties 
in St. Kitts and Nevis results in a heavy use of private accommoda
tions with friends, relatives, or in their own apartments/villas. In 
comparison with other islands for which the private accommodation 
ratio is available, St. Kitts and Nevis ranks at the top with a ratio 
of 53% (see Table A-12). In addition, there is an extremely sharp 
island division in the visitor demand pattern. For example, a 1982 
breakdown shows that West Indians comprise over 95% of total visitors 
frequenting the smaller-scale accommodations on Nevis, while 95% of 
all North American and European visitors to St. Kitts and Nevis stay 
in St. Kitts where the major hotel properties are located (GSKN, 
Annual Di~est~ 1984). An estimated 70% of all North American and 
European ourlsts stay in hotel accommodations. 

The visitor mix and high private accommodation ratio may partly ex
plain why St. Kitts and Nevis persistently records short length of 
stay averages (5-6 nights) and chronically low (less than 30%) annual 
average hotel occupancy rates. According to Table A-13, St. Kitts and 
Nevis ranked lowest in occupancy in comparison with 17 other Caribbean 
destinations between 1980-1984. Such low levels seem suspect on two 
grounds: no other country in the sample recorded a rate lower than 
40% in any year over the five-year period; local St. Kitts and Nevis 
observers allege widespread under-reporting to avoid hotel room tax 
liability. 

To test the validity of reported occupancy rates with 1984 data, total 
hotel visitors were estimated using the formula drawn from McElroy and 
Tinsley (1982): 
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(R X B X Y)/L = H where 

R = average annual occupancy rate of 25.9 

B = 
fr~m Tabl~ A-13 to al num er of hotel beds=(596 X 2) 
1192 (see Table A-9) 

Y = total number of nights per year of 365 
L = average length of stay of 5.7 from CTRC, 1985 

According to this formula, the number of overnight hotel visitors in 
1984 is estimated to be: 

(.259 X 1192 X 365)/5.7= 19,769 

These hotel guests represent 50% of the total 39,804 stay-over V1Sl

tors in 1984, a ratio reasonably comparable with the 50% non-hotel/ 
private accommodation share of overnight visitors reported in Table 
A-12. Although these results tend to confirm the low occupancy rates 
registered for St. Kitts and Nevis, such estimates are highly sensi
tive to the accuracy of the other estimated parameters, especially the 
rough 50/50 hotel/private accommodation distribution. 

For purposes of this study, because of the similar scale and type of 
facility envisioned for the Southeast Peninsula, the occupancy exper
ience of the Frigate Bay properties is more instructive than an island 
-wide average. According to interviews with local hoteliers and data 
reported in the Beekhuis (1985) study, roughly 70% of the Frigate Bay 
hotel rooms achieved occupancy rates above 50% during the past two 
years, and half of the total exceeded 60% year-round occupancy. These 
rates are more comparable with Caribbean norms and seem more reason
able and valid for estimating projected levels for future facilities 
in the Southeast Peninsula. 

Finally, the peculiar St. Kitts and Nevis visitor mix may, to some 
extent, reduce seasonality. According to Table A-14, the percentage 
of stay-over arrivals during the December-April high season averaged 
54% between 1978-1984. This figure is fairly representative of other 
regional experiences (CTRC, 1985). However, a 1982 breakdown indi
cates 66% of all hotel overnighters visited during the winter season 
(GSKN, Annual Digest, 1984). This peak demand pattern is reflected in 
contrasting island hotel occupancy rates for the winter versus the 
summer (May-November) seasons. Throughout the 1975-1982 period, sea
sonality has been particularly marked in St. Kitts (see Table A-15), 
where three-fourths of St. Kitts and Nevis' total hotel rooms are 
located. Such summer downswings undoubtedly have been the source of 
temporary room closures, employee layoffs, shorter work weeks and/or 
work rotations. On the other hand, the heavy influx of returning West 
Indian workers mainly in the summer months -- 53% during June-August 
in 1982 (GSKN, Annual Digest, 1984) -- may stabilize these seasonal 
fluctuations. 
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Table A-12. Tourists staying in private accommodations in 
1984 (percentage of total tourist arrivals). 

Aruba 7 
Barbados (1983) 33 
British Virgin Islands 8 
Cayman Islands 20 
Dominica 28 
Montserrat 37 
St. Kitts and Nevis (1982) 53 
St. Lucia (1983) 19 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines 47 
u.S. Virgin Islands (1981) 15 

Source: CTRC, 1985. 

Table A-13. Room occupancy rates (percentages).1 

Aruba 
Bahamas 
Barbados

2
2 

Bermuda. 
British Virgin Islands 
Cayman Islands 
Curacao 
Grenada 
Guadeloupe 
Jamaica 
Martinique 
Montserrat 
Puerto Rico 
St. Lucia 
St. Martin 
St. Kitts 
Nevis 
Trinidad and Tobago 
U.S. Virgin Islands 

1980 

77.4 
69.1 
68.6 
73.9 
52.1 
69.1 
70.6 
n.a. 
n.a. 

41.6 
n.a. 

43.9 
61.0 
61. 9 
n.a. 

28.7 
18.4 
n.a. 

64.0 

1981 

86.2 
59.8 
57.5 
60.1 
54.7 
59.9 
72.6 
n.a. 

61.0 
41.5 
56.3 
48.0 
62.8 
50.1 
77.4 
29.0 
22.5 
n.a. 

57.0 

Source: CTRC, 1985; Beekhuis, 1985. 

1982 1983 

77 .2 
58.2 
48.8 
58.8 
49.3 
51.1 
64.9 
n.a. 

70.1 
53.3 
63.5 
35.9 
58.2 
52.5 
48.4 
23.2 
19.3 
n.a. 

58.1 

74.1 
63.3 
51. 8 
63.9 
52.1 
55.4 
47.5 
n.a. 

71. 5 
58.6 
58.4 
34.5 
62.9 
57.3 
63.7 
19.4 
n.a. 

60.7 
60.0 

1 Rooms occupied as a percentage of rooms available. 

2 CTRC estimate for 1984. 

1984 

79.6 
n.a. 

58.0 
59.0 
49.9 
59.4 
51.4 
46.4 
67.7 
60.4 
60.8 
46.4 
66.9 
67.7 
n.a. 

25.9 
n.a. 

49.4 
62.8 



Table A-14. Monthly tourist arrivals, by air only. 

MONTHS 1978 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 % 84 TOTAL 

January 2050 3395 3409 3907 2847 3373 8.5 
February 2775 3668 3596 3565 2935 4227 10.6 
March 2651 3188 3570 3077 2861 3621 9.1 
April 1790 2531 3062 3032 2272 3167 8.0 
May 1358 1860 2035 2072 1830 2803 7.0 
June 983 1996 2303 2175 2210 2582 6.5 
Jul Y 1310 3128 3475 3505 3139 4061 10.2 )::0 

August 1345 2689 2860 2750 2522 3475 8.7 I 
N 

September 848 1468 1551 1825 4941 2183 5.5 01 

October 1060 1660 1766 1801 1877 2173 5.5 
November 1401 1993 2374 1878 2252 2493 6.3 
December 2655 4859 5351 4988 4598 5646 14.2 

TOTAL 20234 32432 35352 34575 34274 39804 100.0 

% Dec. - Apr. 59 54 54 54 50 50 

Source: CTRC, 1985. 
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Table A-15. Room occupancy rates by island, 1975-1982. 

YEAR 

1975-76 
1976-77 
1977- 78 
1978-79 
1979-80 
1980-81 
1981-82 

Source: 

December-April 
St. Kitts Nevis 

30.9 21.2 
25.5 17.2 
41.9 30.2 
38.0 21.7 
40.4 30.9 
35.0 30.1 
27.7 25.0 

GSKN, Annual Digest, 

A.4.4 Visitor Expenditures 

1982. 

May-November 
St. Kitts Nevis 

21. 6 7.6 
24.7 11.1 
15.8 8.2 
19.8 10.3 
19.7 9.4 
22.9 14.9 
18.5 13.6 

Table A-16 reports published estimates for daily and total annual ex
penditures for the various categories of St. Kitts and Nevis visitors: 
(1) cruise passengers, (2) excursionists, i.e., other day-trippers 
arriving by air or private yacht, (3) hotel overnighters, (4) private 
home visitors, (5) and business people who stay in hotels. In the 
absence of a local expenditure survey, these figures, developed by the 
Planning Unit and IMF consultants, provide the only base for estimat
ing visitor spending effects. These numbers indicate -- on a per day 
basis -- that hotel tourists and business people spent roughly 2.6 
times more than private home visitors (US$85 vs. US$33), while the 
latter spend almost twice as much per day as cruise and excursionist 
day-trippers. 

Between 1978-1984, gross annual expenditure flows of all visitor types 
combined (see Table A-16) increased 26% per year. Assuming a rough 
10% estimate of inflation over the same period, this yields a very ro
bust 16% increase in real terms, similar to the performance of other 
small Eastern Caribbean destinations (see CTRC, 1985, Table 20). A
bove average growth rates were recorded for cruise, private home and 
business visitors. The highest yearly rises were for cruise passen
gers, partly reflecting the annual visitor doubling mentioned earlier. 
Overall, however, the most significant spending streams derived from 
hotel and private home tourists. These two groups accounted for 46% 
and 37~, respectively, or 83% combined of the 1984 projected total 
expenditures. Although only estimates, these data emphasise the over
whelming importance of these two visitor types in the St. Kitts and 
Nevis tourist economy. The unusally strong performance of private 
home visitors, mainly returning West Indian workers, is primarily due 



Table A-16. Average per day and total annual expenditures by type of visitor, 
1978-1984. 

Average expenditure/day 
(in U.S. dollars) 

Cruise Ship 
Excursionist 
Hotel 
Private home 
Business 

Total expenditures 

Cruise Ship 2 
Excursionists 
Hotel 
Private home 
Businesss 

1978 

9.9 
19.8 
49.5 

9.9 
52.9 

5.16 

0.08 
0.03 
2.77 
1. 61 
0.67 

1979 

11. 0 
22.0 
55.0 
11.0 
58.7 

1980 

13.0 
26.0 
64.9 
13.0 
69.3 

1981 

14.3 
28.6 
71.4 
14.3 
76.2 

1982 

15.0 
30.0 
75.0 
15.0 
80.0 

(in millions of U.S. dollars) 

6.82 

0.06 
0.03 
3.79 
2.00 
0.94 

8.02 

0.06 
0.04 
4.27 
2.37 
1. 28 

9.85 

0.13 
0.03 
5.47 
2.91 
1. 31 

10.95 

0.14 
0.03 
6.28 
3.37 
1.13 

1983 

16.5 
31.5 
80.5 
16.5 
84.0 

11.10 

0.32 
0.03 
5.14 
4.10 
1. 51 

1984 1 

17.5 
33.0 
84.5 
17.5 
88.2 

13.32 

0.37 
0.03 
6.15 
4.96 
1. 81 

Sources: St. Kitts-Nevis Planning Unit and International Monetary Fund esti
mates, as reported in World Bank, 1985. 

1 Projected. 

2 Assuming that 85% of passengers leave ship. 

)::> 
I 

N 
-....J 
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to their longer average stays -- 12.5 days versus 5-6 days for hotel 
tourists (World Bank, 1985). 

A.4.5 Tourism Projections 

Based on the above review of past performance, this section presents 
linear annual growth rates over the 20-year forecast period for stay
over and cruise ship visitors and estimated total visitor expendi
tures. These projections provide an industry-wide context for devel
oping specific forecast scenarios for facilities/recreational activi
ties to be sited in the Southeast Peninsula. In general, the projec
tions are more conservative than the buoyant benchmark rates achieved 
in recent years because of future uncertainties. For example, these 
projections make no allowance for substantial increases in occupancy 
rates, stemming from large volumes of convention and seminar related 
tourism which would be encouraged by United States tax concessions 
under the Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI). 

Regarding stay-over visitors, it is assumed that Southeast Peninsula 
access and facilities will attract a greater proportion of hotel visi
tors to the St. Kitts and Nevis demand mix. Traditionally, such over
nighters have been North American (U.S. and Canadian) and European 
tourists. Between 1978-85, these visitors have increased from 11,500 
to 47,500 (CTRC, 1984 and 1985), realising a compound annual growth 
rate in excess of 20%. This considerably exceeds total stay-over vis
itor arrivals which grew 11% per year since 1978. On this basis, but 
constrained by realism, it is projected that total stay-over visitors 
will increase by roughly 7-8% annually while North American/European 
tourists will average 10% per year and increase their share of total 
arrivals to 60 percent. Given the declining share of West Indian 
visitors expected from the reduced emigration rates in the demographic 
forecast, these changes imply an average annual West Indian growth 
rate of 7% and an average stay-over visitor share of 40%. A conser
vative 7-8% rate is also assumed for cruise passenger arrivals. Since 
these shifts in visitor composition should have only minor effects on 
total tourist expenditures (because the differential average length of 
stay for West Indian versus North American/European tourists compen
sates for different daily spending rates), visitor expenditures are 
also forecast to increase apace with stayover and cruise arrivals. 

These projections are within the medium forecast of the North American 
Demand Study (TTCI, 1981). They represent a balance between the past 
buoyant St. Kitts and Nevis tourist experience and the risk limits 
inherent in an industry largely controlled in the long run by external 
events. Additionally, they are consistent with the 7% annual Gross 
Domestic Product growth rate forecast for the leading tourist sector 
in the macroeconomic projections (see Table A-7), given the expected 
fleshing-out of the tourism base projected from Southeast Peninsula 
access and development. 
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A.5 METHODOLOGY FOR CONSTRUCTING DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

In order to construct the development scenarios, three principal sub
analyses were conducted: (1) twenty year tourism development models, 
(2) private investment models for construction and management of ty
pical resorts and hotels, and (3) public infrastructure models exam
ining various construction and financing options for major public cap
ital investments in the Southeast Peninsula. In addition, we have 
performed ancillary studies of hotel/condo and public construction la
bour impacts, and day-tripper (visitor and resident) spending and im
pacts. 

For all elements of the economic analysis we assume constant (1986) 
prices. We assume foreign exchange rates remain constant over the 
term of the analysis, and other than those statements referred to 
directly in each analysis, we have made no assumptions regarding 
future inflation rates or interest charges. Listed below are the 
other assumptions employed in these analyses and their respective 
justifications. 

A.5.1 Access Road and Water System Construction and Fiscal Recovery 

Two road construction scenarios are presented: (1) for a 6 kilometer, 
EC$13 million road to White House Bay; (2) a 10 kilometer, EC$15 mil
lion road, including the Great Salt Pond circumferential. Similarly, 
the water system analysis includes a low cost, (EC$5.5 million) and a 
high cost (EC$9.8 million) option. Consistent with other planning 
assumptions, both projects are costed exclusive of land values (pre
suming a landowner donation of or peppercorn easement for the right
of-way will be negotiated). 

It is expected that the construction projects will be completed in 12 
months, i.e., within the first year. Based on the Coopers-Lybrand 
(1983) estimates, confirmed by interviews with developers (March 
1986), it is assumed that local value-added represents 25% of the 
total road/utilities cost distributed 20%/80% between local materials/ 
labour costs. 

For most construction projects, skilled labour costs are estimated at 
12% of total project cost, while unskilled labour is 8%. Annual wages 
are assumed to be between EC$12,500 and $15,000 for skilled labour (at 
EC$250 to $300 per week for 50 weeks) and EC$5,000 to $6,250 for un
skilled workers. (The exact parameter depends on the nature of the 
job. For example, skilled worker wages in the public sector are as
sumed to be less than wages for skilled workers working on short-term 
capital construction projects.) 

The fiscal analysis for both the road and the water system examines 
the annual maintenance and periodic (6 year) major repair costs of the 
projects plus the annual amortization of the project, based on two al
ternative financing models. The first model assumes funds are lent 
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for 20 years with a 3.5% rate during the first five year grace period 
and a 6% rate during the remaining 15 years. The second financing 
model assumes a concessionary term of 40 years with a ten year grace 
period at 2% and a 3% rate during the remaining 30 years. 

Recovery derives from three primary sources: (1) the hotel room tax 
of 7% for visitors attracted by Southeast Peninsula developments, (2) 
the visitor exit tax of $EC13.50, and (3) other taxes induced by con
struction and visitor activity stimulated by Southeast Peninsula de
velopment. These indirect taxes are derived by estimating the Gross 
Domestic Product contributions of Southeast Peninsula construction/ 
visitor activities and estimating the gross total taxes minus the 
hotel and exit revenues associated with that level of activity. Ac
cordingly, the Gross Domestic Product contribution of construction and 
visitor spending is calculated by using average gross spending-to
Gross Domestic Product multipliers of .30 and .40 respectively, con
servatively adapted from McElroy and Tinsley (1982) but in line with 
estimates reported in Mathieson and Wall (1982). Although the tax 
take (minus hotel occupancy and exit fees) associated with Gross 
Domestic Product in St. Kitts and Nevis in recent years is roughly 20% 
(World Bank, 1985), a lower average figure of 1096 is employed here 
similar to estimates in Aruba, St. Lucia, and Antigua (Seward and 
Spinrad, 1982) because of the past pattern of fiscal erosion in st. 
Kitts and Nevis. These assumptions yield an "other tax" multiplier of 
roughly 4% (.40 X .10) on visitor expenditure and 3% (.30 X .10) on 
construction spending. In addition, it is assumed that 2% of expen
ditures by cruise ship tourists visiting the Southeast Peninsula pro
vide other indirect taxes. 

A.5.2 Hotel Construction Impacts 

The employment generated by this tourism investment is assumed to av
erage 1.8 person-years per hotel room, 5.1 person-years per condo, and 
9.6 person-years per second home. These estimates are based on 28.5% 
local value added adapted from the 25.1% in Coopers-Lybrand (1983) 
distributed 80%/20% to local labour/materials content, or 22.5%/6% of 
total construction value. For a single hotel room costing EC$79,800, 
this generates EC$17,955 in annual wages (EC$79,800 X .225) split 
15%/7.5% between skilled/unskilled labour yielding roughly 0.8 skilled 
worker and 1.0 unskilled workers. For condos costing EC$202,770, 
these estimates yield EC$34,500 in skilled wages for 2.4 workers and 
EC$17,500 in unskilled wages for 2.8 workers. The same estimates for 
second homes costing EC$327,750 result in 4.4 skilled and 5.2 un
skilled workers. 

The Gross Domestic Product contributions and tax revenue flowing from 
hotel and resort construction are projected to be the same as in the 
road construction analysis -- Gross Domestic Product equals 30% of 
gross investment expenditure, and tax equals 10% of Gross Domestic 
Product value -- despite higher local value added, i.e., 32% of total 
cost versus 25% in the road case. This relatively conservative pro-
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cedure is used to account for newly developing techniques such as im
ported modular construction and the likely impacts of potentially 
"lumpy" investment phasing on reduced purchases of local labour/mater
ials. 

A.5.3 Visitor Expenditures and Economic Impacts 

Three kinds of visitors are expected to frequent Southeast Peninsula 
amenities and facilities: (1) stay-over guests in Southeast Peninsula 
hotels/condos, etc.; (2) tourist day-trippers from cruise ships, from 
other St. Kitts-Nevis facilities, and other excursionists (by yachts, 
etc.); and (3) residents. This section develops estimates for average 
daily on-island expenditures for these three groups, and provides cal
culations for direct and indirect tourist employment. 

Determining average daily stay-over spending requires estimating hotel 
room expenditures, non-room (food, beverages, etc.) hotel expenditure, 
and other non-hotel on-island expenditure (transport, gifts, etc.). 
Table A-17 reports current 1985/86 winter/summer hotel rates for sin
gle/double accommodations at five Frigate Bay properties since they 
are assumed to exhibit the quality and diversity of future Southeast 
Peninsula facilities. Average rates are calculated for single/double 
occupancy across the two seasons, and a weighted average rate is de
veloped which assumes that 50% of overnighters to St. Kitts and Nevis 
visit in the winter (see Table A-14). These procedures yield an ef
fective average year-round rate of EC$364.50 per hotel room per vis
iting party. The spending party in the Southeast Peninsula is assumed 
to be 1.7 persons, slightly higher than the current average St. Kitts 
and Nevis level of 1.6 persons. 

To account for the relatively high prevalence of package tours in St. 
Kitts and Nevis requiring rate discounting and travel operator com
mission, the daily rate is deflated 2m6, yielding EC$292 per day per 
room per party. It is further assumed that room expenditures repre
sent 64% of total daily hotel expenses. This yields total daily hotel 
spending per party of EC$456 or EC$268 per person. This ratio is 
approximately the same as obtained in St. Lucia in 1978 (Seward and 
Spinrad, 1982), a tourist economy similar in size and structure to St. 
Kitts and Nevis. It is higher then that recorded for Antigua partly 
because it includes some meals/other services (i.e., European Plan, 
etc. ) . 

Finally, it is assumed that hotel expenditures represent 71% of total 
on-island expenditures, a rate between those Seward and Spinrad re
corded for St. Lucia (73% in 1978) and the U.S. Virgin Islands (68% in 
1979). This results in a daily per person expenditure of EC$378 (or 
$643 per day per party). This is distributed roughly EC$270 in hotel 
and EC$108 outside hotels. This total daily per person expenditure of 
EC$378 is approximately 35% higher than the 1984 average spending rate 
of EC$230 for all of St. Kitts and Nevis (plus 2 years of inflation to 
EC$278) reported in Table A-16. This differential seems reasonable 
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Table A-17. Projected average year-round daily rate of 
Southeast Peninsula hotel rooms. 

Property Winter J 
Single/Double 

Summer 
Single/Double 

Frigate Bay Beach 
Island Paradise 
Leeward Cove 
Jack Tar 
Sun 'N' Sand 

Average 

$190/310 Z 
86/129 

125/200 
150/250 

89/118 

128/201 

$90/150 

90/125 

50/63 

77/133 

Occupancy adjustment (.60 double and .40 single) 
Winter (128 x .40) + (201 x .60) = 51.2 + 120.6 = 
Summer (77 x .40) + (113 x .60) = 30.8 + 67.8 = 

171. 8 
98.6 3 

Weighted average based on 50% winter/50% summer 4 
(171.8 x .50) + (98.6 x .50) = 85.9 + 49.3 = $135.2· 

Source: St. Kitts-Nevis Tourist Board, 1986. 

Z All figures in US dollars. 

3 Source: 

4 Source: 

Coopers and Lybrand, 1983. 

See Table A-14. In Eastern Caribbean dollars, 
this represents EC $364.50 per hotel room per 
visiting party. 
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given the expected superior quality/price of projected Southeast Pen
insula facilities and the relatively high-income North American/Euro
pean visitors forecast to frequent them. Although the estimated av
erage per party room expenditure represents a relatively high 46% 
(EC$292/EC$643) of total expenditure, this is to be expected for some 
time in St. Kitts and Nevis, as long as package tours remain important 
and until the tourist plant becomes more diversified. 

Cruise visitors to St. Kitts and Nevis purchase primarily ground 
transportation for scenic tours, meals, gift items and souvenirs. In 
the absence of any detailed local expenditure surveys, it is possible 
to estimate a rate by establishing a relation between stay-over/cruise 
rates from the experience of other islands where surveys have been 
conducted. According to Seward and Spinrad (1982), the daily stay
over/cruise relation is roughly 2/1 in Antigua and Aruba, and 3/1 in 
St. Lucia. Because of the lack of amenities/opportunities in St. 
Kitts and Nevis, a 4/1 ratio is assumed. Since the average all-St. 
Kitts and Nevis overnighter daily expenditure constructed from 1984 
IMF figures (see Table A-16) is estimated to be EC$292in 1986, 
average daily cruise visitor spending is estimated at EC$70 per 
passenger. 

Little information is available on the spending patterns of excur
sionists. In 1984 they represented less than 3% of all cruise visi
tors and were responsible for less than 0.3% of total tourist expen
diture. Because of this negligible contribution, and in view of the 
conservative approach adopted in this study, their explicit detailed 
impacts are excluded in the Southeast Peninsula analysis. The same 
assumption is followed regarding resident visitors who will frequent 
Southeast Peninsula amenities and facilities and about whom even less 
is known. 

Finally, with respect to developing employment generated by visitor 
spending, the best estimates of tourism-induced employment are based 
on labour-to-room ratios. Two surveys of recent literature -
Mathieson and Wall, 1982; Seward and Spinrad, 1982 -- suggest one 
employed worker per hotel room generates another worker directly 
employed in other primarily tourist establishments/activities -
taxis, restaurants, gift shops, and so on. These two directly em
ployed workers, through their job-induced and consumption-spending 
activities, create additional induced or indirect employment, but the 
extent varies with the size of the economy and/or the tourist sector, 
various definitions used, and so on. Boxhill (1982) estimates an 
average of 1.3 induced jobs or more, while Young (1973) estimates 
considerably fewer because of their part-time nature (seasonality) and 
the negative impact tourism has on employment in other sectors. 

Here induced employment is assumed to be 0.4 jobs, corresponding to 
the young and emerging status of the St. Kitts and Nevis visitor in
dustry. Thus, total direct and indirect tourist employment is esti
mated to be 2.4 workers per room. Given the 798 rooms available for 
the 1985/86 season in St. Kitts and Nevis (see Table A-9), this em-
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ployment ratio yields a total of 1,915 tourist jobs (798 X 2.4). This 
figure represents roughly 15% of total current employment estimated to 
be approximately 13,000. This number is based on a 1986 labour force 
of 16,235 (see Table A-3) and the commonly reported 20% unemployment 
rate for St. Kitts and Nevis. 

A.5.4 Hotel Profitability Analysis 

The purpose of this analysis is to illustrate the potential effects on 
private investment in the Southeast Peninsula, if cost and revenue 
factors are roughly equivalent to the average performance of hotels 
and resorts in the Eastern Caribbean. The model is not intended to 
evaluate the economic feasibility of specific future hotels. In 
keeping with our conservative approach, a first general assumption is 
made that Southeast Peninsula properties will perform above the Car
ibbean average because of (1) the general attractiveness of newer 
facilities, (2) the special locational amenities of the Southeast 
Peninsula, and (3) the relatively affluent market segments expected, 
i.e., high return rates. Other specific assumptions include: (1) 
that there are no significant hotel income taxes due to existing St. 
Kitts and Nevis incentive legislation and (2) that there are economies 
of scale based on hotel utilization, i.e., different occupancy rates. 

In this last regard, an average year-round occupancy rate of 40% is 
assumed in the first three years following construction. The rate 
rises to 50% over the next three years and averages 60% thereafter. 
These estimates are based on observation of new hotel and occupancy 
behavior throughout the Caribbean region (Seward and Spinrad, 1982) 
and on the performance of the Frigate Bay properties in particular. 
For example, the 60% rate for a mature facility is based on of ten
repeated estimates of 90% winter and 40% summer occupancies for such 
facilities. These figures generate a year-round rate of approximately 
60% where 50% of all visitors come in the five-month winter season 
(see Table A-14). Thus: 

Average Year-round Occupancy: 

winter + summer 
(.90 X 5/12) + (.40 X 7/12) = 61% 

Regarding the respective occupancy rates for condominiums and second 
homes located in the Southeast Peninsula over the 20-year forecast 
period, casual observation elsewhere and particular expectations about 
the quality of the Southeast Peninsula suggest an annual 40% rate for 
condos -- based on roughly 5 months of full occupancy for an average 
of two people -- and an annual 30% average rate for second homes based 
on roughly 3.5 months full occupancy for an average of three people. 

Table A-18 provides estimates of hotel revenues by source based on 
previous analysis and constructs a likely distribution of operating 
income adapted from published figures on Aruba and Antigua. In the 
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Table A-18. Estimates of Southeast Peninsula hotel revenue 
by expenditure category and distribution 
of operating income ($US). 

Distribution of Revenue 1 Distribution ofO~erating Income 
U~ Total) 

Department Amount ~~ Total Category Aruba~ Antigua3 SEP 4 

Room 108 5 64 Payroll 30 23 23 

Food/ Cost of Goods 
Beverages 53 31 (food/beverages) 15 20 20 

Other goods/Ser-Minor 6 
Depts. 9 5 vices?, 19 25 22-25 

TOTAL 170 100 Utilities 7 7 7 

Advertising 5 5 5 

Fixed expenses 24 20 23-20 

TOTAL 100 100 

1 Per day per spending party of 1.7 persons per room. 

2 Seward and Spinrad, 1982. 

3 Adopted from Coopers-Lybrand, 1983. 

4 IRF estimates. 

5 Based on $135 derived in, Table A-17 less 20% for package 
discounts/tour fees. 

100 

6 Telephone, watersports, laundry, and other rentals. Taken from 
Coopers-Lybrand, 1983. 

7 Includes replacement of linen, glassware, etc., repairs and 
maintenance, entertainment, legal, accounting, management 
fees, etc. 



A-36 

first case, daily hotel revenues are projected to derive principally 
from room rates (64%) and food/beverage sales (31%). In the second 
case, in comparison with Aruba, the cost of goods sold and other 
goods/services is expected to be higher because of less direct, more 
expensive and less frequent transport links to St. Kitts and Nevis 
(and the Southeast Peninsula); while payroll costs are projected to be 
lower given the relatively low-wage rates prevailing in St. Kitts and 
Nevis and the lack of a high-wage competitor to tourism like the pe
troleum industry in Aruba. In the latter case, the 23% hotel payroll 
cost is based on: (1) the operation of a relatively labour efficient 
facility; (2) a weighted average of skilled/unskilled (cooks/maids, 
etc.) wages up-dated from 1984 (Chameleon Press, 1984) to EC$108 per 
week at five days per week for a daily average per worker of EC$21.60; 
(3) an assumed EC$5.40 (20%) for benefits; (4) 1 worker per room plus 
1 worker in non-room (food/beverage) activities; and (5) another 
EC$54.00 in management time per room computed from gross figures in 
Coopers-Lybrand (1983). These assumptions yield EC$54.00 in daily 
wages per room plus EC$54.00 in management fees for total daily pay
roll/management costs of EC$108.00 or 23% of total (EC$470) daily 
hotel revenue per room per party. 

These estimates leave an operating income residual of 20-23% for fixed 
capital costs and profits. This range is based on the variable cost 
ratio of 22-25% for other goods/services. Under the assumption that 
hotel refurbishing (mainly furniture) takes place every 6-8 years, the 
higher 25% ratio will be employed, and fixed exposures for interest, 
depreciation, and profits will fall to 20 percent. If regular refur
bishing is not assumed, or if it is unduly postponed (i.e., 12-15 
years), the cost of other goods/services and fixed expenses will be
come 22% and 23%, respectively. Because casual observation suggests 
that renovation takes place sporadically throughout the region, and 
because the Southeast Peninsula facilities will be relatively new over 
the 20-year forecast period, this latter assumption will be primarily 
followed, although sensitivity analysis will be performed to determine 
what impact routine refurbishing has on annual hotel profitability. 

A.5.5 Other Non-Hotel Southeast Peninsula Facilities 

It is certain that over time the Southeast Peninsula will contain se
veral non-hotel facilities in addition to second homes. These will 
undoubtedly include restaurants, scenic look-out installations, public 
beach and parking facilities, perhaps a marina complex involving a 
general store, provisioning and repair outlets, and other detached 
sporting establishments for horseback riding, boating, diving, and so 
on. For purposes of this analysis, however, concrete information is 
presently unavailable on the potential size and costs of such opera
tions, the likely pattern of demand, and other input required in order 
to work up detailed revenue/cost/profitability estimates. It is as
sumed that such public and private facilities (1) will become part of 
the Southeast Peninsula landscape and enhance recreational access to 
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Southeast Peninsula amenities, and (2) that they will at least break 
even. 

A.6 ANALYSIS 

Employing the assumptions discussed above, three categories of analy
sis were performed: 

- Twenty Year Tourism Development Models for the 
Southeast Peninsula, including an examination of 
the overall impacts on St. Kitts. This one model 
includes three different tables which are used to 
illustrate different aspects of the growth of 
tourism. 

- Private Investment Models, including twenty year 
internal rate of return analysis of four different 
hotel or resort alternatives. This model illus
trates expected returns if Southeast Peninsula 
hotels perform no better than the average Eastern 
Caribbean resort. 

- Public Investment Models of the costs associated 
with two different development options for con
struction of the Southeast Peninsula road and 
water system. 

Each of these models was researched and tested extensively. For ex
ample, six completely different scenarios of the Twenty Year Tourism 
Development Models were fully implemented, and dozens of individual 
variables were tested to determine the model's sensitivity to specific 
condi tions. 

A.6.1 Twenty Year Tourism Development Model 

Two different tourism growth scenarios are presented in this analysis. 
The first model ("Early Development," Tables A-19, 20, and 21) assumes 
that three large (200 to 250 rooms) hotels will be built in the first 
three years after the completion of the Southeast Peninsula road. 
Thereafter, the tourism growth in the Southeast Peninsula will average 
about 100 rooms per year for the remainder of the 20 year period. 
This model results in five and ten year growth rates for tourism in 
all of st. Kitts of 239~ and 159~. This growth rate is far too rapid to 
be assimilated by the St. Kitts economy and will result in inflation, 
spiralling wage increases, and large-scale immigration of workers from 
neighbouring islands. In addition, virtually all of the resort devel
opment -- and eventually landownership -- would be in the hands of 
outside financial interests. 
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A closer examination of the serious labour force impacts connected 
with the Early Development scenario is instructive. On the supply 
side, during the first five years of the forecast period, when the 
three major hotel facilities are scheduled for completion, the labour 
force is projected to increase by 900 (see Table A-3), and 400 more 
workers are expected to be released by the declining sugar industry 
(i.e., 2% of the current sugar work force of 4,000 per year for five 
years). On the demand side, the labour requirements to construct and 
staff the new facilities in the Southeast Peninsula are only projected 
to be approximately 2,000 workers by the fifth year. This exceeds by 
700 the combined labour pool available from demographic growth and 
economic restructuring. Even the supposed unemployed reserve of 3,000 
workers (about 19% of the total labour force of 16,000) would be in
sufficient to cover the shortfall because of normal labour demand out
side of the Southeast Peninsula. These include another 2,000 workers 
to build and staff facilities planned for the Frigate Bay area, plus 
several hundred other worker to supply expected growth in government 
and other non-tourist sectors. 

Clearly, the Early Development scenario will overextend the local la
bour supply, stimulate immigration, and spawn wage and raw material 
inflation. In addition, this scenario yields a spectacular drop in 
unemployment from roughly one-fifth of the labour force to zero in 
five short years -- a remarkably unrealistic and unprecedented outcome 
for a chronic labour-suplus Caribbean economy. It is far more accur
ate to assume that because of skill and geographic immobilities, the 
concentrated pace of activity will cause labour bottlenecks and in
migration far short of full employment levels. It is more likely that 
the rush of activity will redeploy productive labour away from more 
slowly growing sectors, bypass domestic intermediate and final goods 
linkages, and directly conflict with Government's goals of balanced 
diversification, reduced dependence, and expanded housing. 

The second scenario ("Manageable Growth," Tables A-22, 23, and 24) 
assumes that total tourism growth on St. Kitts will be managed to 
achieve a long-term compound rate of growth of approximately 7.5% per 
year. This model results in a slower rate of development and assumes 
that growth in tourism will be balanced between the Frigate Bay De
velopment and the rest of the Southeast Peninsula. At the end of 
twenty years, the Manageable Growth scenario results in only 400 (15%) 
fewer hotel rooms. However, there is a much higher probability that 
employment, management, and resort ownership advantages will accrue to 
local residents, rather than immigrants and outsiders. The slower 
rate of growth will enable more Kittitians to move into positions of 
responsibility within the industry, and new investments in the later 
years can be financed directly with retained earnings, rather than 
relying on new imports of outside capital. 

The tables representing these two scenarios are presented on the fol
lowing pages. The Early Development Model presents a spreadsheet 
(Table A-19) showing possible developments at each major potential 
tourism facility site in the Southeast Peninsula. It should be em-
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phasised that these projections are purely hypothetical. They are 
presented simply to illustrate one view of how the Southeast Peninsula 
might eventually be developed, and they have absolutely no relation to 
any actual developments or firm plans known to the IRF land use man
agement planning team. 

Each table elaborates on the investment and earning implications of 
the tourism development scenario being examined. Of special interest 
are the estimated direct and indirect taxes which will be generated by 
each scenario. When these revenues are compared with the costs of the 
major public infrastructure projects (see below, Tables A-26 and 27), 
even the modest growth rates of the "manageable growth" scenario are 
more than adequate to pay for the public sector investments. In other 
words, the direct and indirect taxes on tourism growth stemming from 
opening the Southeast Peninsula appear to be sufficient to pay for the 
capital and maintenance costs of the necessary public infrastructure. 
This assumes that GSKN will acquire by purchase very little land area 
on the Southeast Peninsula for public management but will address the 
issue of conservation protection and recreational needs via negotiated 
easements and regulatory land use controls. 

The second major point of interest is the rapid growth of employment 
in tourism related services, as revealed in the "Supply-Side Develop
ment" table (Table A-22) of the Manageable Growth scenario. In twenty 
years, while the total labour force will be growing at less than 1.5% 
per year (i.e., about 264 workers per year, see Section A.3.1 above), 
jobs in tourism and related sectors are expected to expand at a rate 
of nearly 8.5%, or 283 jobs per year. By the end of the period, if 
this scenario is followed, tourism will have replaced agriculture as 
St. Kitts' dominant industry. 

The ability of the labour force to respond to the new demands of the 
tourism economy should be a major concern for public policy makers. 
The experience of St. Croix and St. Maarten offer clear examples of 
cases where a rapidly growing labour demand stimulated immigration, 
rather than reducing domestic unemployment or helping the local e
conomy to move people out of a declining sector (cane or refinery 
workers) into tourism. Thus, the results of this analysis clearly 
reinforce the conclusions reached by the United States AID Mission in 
1985: "Nowhere in the Caribbean is the need to reorientate the labour 
force as great or as immediate." 
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A.6.2 Private Investment Models 

The Private Investment Models are an attempt to illustrate the kinds 
of return which might be expected by an "average" investor in a new 
resort in the Southeast Peninsula. This model is a tool for under
standing some of the constraints facing private investors and de-
velopers. Although built from a variety of local and regional fac
tors, the model illustrates the low rates of return usually reported 
for resort developments throughout the Eastern Caribbean, such as the 
1985 Horvath and Horvath/American Express report on tourist resorts in 
Latin America and the Caribbean. In spite of the model's relatively 
small size, the development of this model received more attention than 
any other aspect of the economic analysis. 

The reason for this attention is that the model is pessimistic about 
the opportunities for profitable investments in resort properties in 
the Southeast Peninsula. The four scenarios presented here (Table A-
25), representing four different size hotels, show average internal 
rates of return over twenty years of 1.5% to 4.4%. The inverse rela
tion between hotel size and rate of return is primarily explained by 
the model's constant room rate and the arguable assumptions that amen
ities in larger resorts are more expensive, while variable costs re
main relatively constant. Although these cost assumptions could be 
varied, the assumptions employed are consistent with current regional 
experience, and the basic construction cost ($EC 190/square foot) is 
already extremely low. 

These low returns do not mean a carefully planned and managed resort 
cannot realise a substantial profit in St. Kitts; it does mean, how
ever, that private investors must be able to assure that their invest
ment plan is superior to other, more "average" hotel developments in 
the region. Forms of mixed hotel/condominium ownership would appear 
to be especially attractive options, since large portions of the re
sort development costs are borne by individual private investors (who, 
if U.S. taxpayers, often gain tax advantages). 

From the private investor's perspective, the critical factor in a
chieving a profitable hotel is the ability to charge room rates con
siderably above the average for tourist hotels in the Eastern Carib
bean. Maintaining a high occupancy rate (over 80%) and designing 
unique management models (labour intensive with low capital and energy 
costs, such as Ocean Terrace Inn in St. Kitts or Young Island Resort 
in St. Vincent) are also promising development alternatives. The 
cautionary note provided by the Private Investment Model is that the 
total environment of the Southeast Peninsula must be attractive to re
latively wealthy tourists. However, in order to insure maintenance of 
a sustained level of environmental quality, the private sector will 
have to rely on Government services and assistance because potential 
returns do not provide confidence that private support can obtain en
vironmental amenities on the Southeast Peninsula for a prolonged per
iod of time. 
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The Private Investment Model assumes an average land cost for prime 
resort property of $50,000 per acre, which is in line with recent land 
sales on the Southeast Peninsula. One implication of the model is 
that this level, which would represent a massive windfall to most of 
the Peninsula's current landowners, may be above the level which a 
prudent developer would pay, given the other potential problems he 
would face. In addition, developers would encounter problems getting 
commercial credit to bankroll a resort development in St. Kitts, given 
the area's unproven tourist potential. 

For public policy makers, the lesson of the Private Investment Model 
is that investors in the Southeast Peninsula will need to be carefully 
cultivated and encouraged. Government should exercise some discretion 
to reward developers who can demonstrate positive prior experience in 
the Caribbean and who can guarantee design features, recreational 
amenities and operational efficiencies sufficient to assure that the 
overall quality of the tourism facilities in the Southeast Peninsula 
are not degraded. Government should not require or expect that inves
tors will be able to provide substantial additional concessions be
cause large profit margins do not exist. 

On the other hand, it is critically important for Government to main
tain a high level of basic public services in the Southeast Peninsula, 
in order to sustain an attractive environment for both the high income 
tourists who are necessary for the success of the major resorts in the 
area and for local recreational users who presently have very limited, 
lower quality options. Several other sections of this report outline 
the public services required of Government if it is to fulfill its 
proper role as a "partner" in Southeast Peninsula development stra
tegies. Failure to provide these services from the outset will place 
the entire venture at risk and ultimately involve costly remedial ac
tion. It is a sobering truth that Government's amenity support on the 
supply side is just as crucial for a successful development scenario 
as the number and affluence of tourists on the demand side. 

A.6.3 Public Investment Models 

The specific Public Investment Models presented in this analysis (Ta
bles A-26 and 27) represent the costs of amortizing and maintaining 
the road and water system necessary to support any tourism development 
in the Southeast Peninsula. Actual cost factors employed for these 
two scenarios are based on the Roughton analysis of 1980 for the road 
and recent cost estimates for the water system, provided by the St. 
Kitts-Nevis Department of Public Works. Using a similar methodology 
and cost factors developed in Coopers and Lybrand, 1983 (Appendices A-
3 and A-4), we also examined costs of extending the telephone and 
power systems to the Peninsula, and determined that existing rate 
structures are probably sufficient to pay for the costs of extending 
these services over a twenty year period. Costs do not include the 
expense of purchasing land or easements for the road and water system 
rights-of-way. It also assumes feeder roads to specific development 
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sites will be constructed by the individual landowners, as and when 
required and according to design standards set by GSKN. 

For both the road and water systems, we present the results of a 
"long" and a "short" option (equivalent to building only to White 
House Bay or extending the systems all the way around the Great Salt 
Pond), and we also compare the costs of "so ft" and "very so ft" finan
cing terms (soft being 20 years at 6% and very soft being 40 years at 
396) • 

The basic conclusions of this portion of the analysis are very simple: 

1. The costs of major public infrastructure and 
maintenance requirements, even in worst case con
ditions, can readily be paid out of expected in
creases in tourism-based revenues. 

[Note that this addresses only the economic and 
financial possibility. It will undoubtedly re
quire an act of considerable political will to 
continue to provide a high level of public ser
vices to the tourism developments of the Southeast 
Peninsula over a long period of time.] 

2. Based on rough calculations, current water 
system charges will pay for about 10% of the costs 
of building a pipeline and pumping system to the 
Southeast Peninsula. For fiscal recovery and to 
promote desire able conservation measures, water 
rates for the Southeast Peninsula and Frigate Bay 
should be increased. 
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0.0 0.0 2.9 13.13 17.Ei 23."1 29.2 36.5 "1.2.3 "'9.E. 55.5 6"'1.2 67.2 7''1.5 
1.0 1.0 2.6 6.6 13.2 10.2 13.1 1"1.5 16.13 113.7 21.0 2"'1.6 27.6 31.5 

o::t9:::.3 
130.3 
33.EI 

521.2 521.2 5513.5 623.6 
8"1.7 97.13 100.7 106.6 
37."1 "10.7 "'3.'" -t6.6 

9.2 101.5 180.5 292.7 321.7 353.7 362.5 :::76.7 "'03.5 "122.0 "'76.7 526.3 532.2 562.1 607."'1 6"13.3 659.13 702.6 776.13 

1.5 
0.0 
0.1 

lEI. 3 
0.0 
0.1 

31.8 
0.'" 
0.3 

50.'" 
1 .. 3 
0.7 

53.EI 
2.5 
O.EI 

513.2 
:::.3 
1.0 

5EI.2 
.<J.2 
1.3 

59.2 
5.2 
1."1 

62.6 
6.0 
1.7 

6"1.3 
7.1 
1.9 

72.8 
7.9 
2.1 

79.5 
9.2 
2.5 

79.5 
9.6 
2.8 

82.9 
11) .6 
:::.2 

139.7 
11.5 
3."'1 

9"'.13 9.<J.a 101.5 113."1 
12.1 1~.0 1"1.~ 15.2 
3.7 ~.1 "1.3 ~.7 

1.6 lB.~ !2.5 52.! 57.1 62.6 63.7 65.9 70~! 73.3 82.13 91.2 91.9 96.7 10"'.5 110.6 112.13 120.3 133.3 

2.2 
0.0 
1.1 

26.9 
0.0 

11..3 

~16.9 

0.7 
20.3 

7~.3 
2.0 

3:::.2 

79.3 
3.~' 

36.EI 

85.13 
5.3 

"'0.7 

6!;i.a 
6.6 

~2.2 

B7.::: 
8.2 

"1"1.0 

92.3 
9.5 

~'i".~ 

9"'.B 107.3 117.2 117.2 122.2 132.2 139.7 139.7 1"19.7 167.1 
11.2 12.5 1"1.5 15.1 16.6 18.1 19.1 22.0 22.7 2"'.0 
"I9.B 56.2 62.3 63.'" 67."1 72.B 77.3 79.7 B"'.9 93.6 

3.3 :::a.2 67.13 109.6 120.1 131.7 13.<J.5 139.5 1"19.2 155.7 176.0 19~.0 195.6 206.3 223.0 236.0 2"'1.~ 257.2 26~.7 

0.2 
0.0 
0.0 

0.2 

0.1 
0.6 
0.1 

O.S 

1.0 

1.9 
0.0 
0.2 

2.1 

1.5 
0.6 
0.1 

2.3 

"I.~ 

3.3 
0.0 
0.'" 
3.8 

2.7 
0.9 
0.1 

5.2 
0.1 
0.7 

6.0 

"'."1 
0."1 
0.2 

5.t. 
0.3 
o.a 
6.6 

01:1.::; 
0.3 
O ~I . ..:: 

6.0 
0."1 
0.13 

7.2 

5.::: 
0.2 
0.2 

6.0 
0.5 
0.9 

7.3 

5 .. 0:1 
0.2 
0.2 

6.1 
0.6 
0.9 

7.6 

5.6 
0.3 
0.2 

6.5 
0.7 
0.9 

a.l 

6.0 
0.3 
0.3 

6.t. 
O.B 
1.0 

6."1 

6 ~, 

• .0:; 

0.5 
0.3 

7.5 
1).9 

1.1 

9.5 

7.0 
0.5 
0.3 

EI.2 
1.0 
1.. :2 

1O.~ 

,'.13 
0.1 
0.3 

13.2 
1.1 
1.2 

11).5 

7.8 
0.'" 0.'" 

13.6 
1.2 
1.3 

11.0 

8.3 
0."1 
0.'" 

9.3 
1. ~: 
1."'1 

11.9 

8.9 
0."1 
0.5 

9.a sl.a 
1.3 1.5 
1.5 3,.5 

12.6 l~~.a 

10.5 
1.6 
1.6 

13.7 

9.~ 
0."1 
0.5 

9.7 11).3 
(I.~ 0.6 
0.6 0.6 

11.7 
1.7 
1.8 

15.2 

11.'" 
7.6 
0.7 

3.8 ~.9 5.3 5.7 5.8 6.1 6.5 7.0 7.9 13.3 S.6 9.1 9.B 10.3 10.6 11.5 19.6 

7.5 10.9 11.9 12.9 13.2 13.7 1~.6 15.'" 17."1 IB.7 19.1 20.1 21.7 22.9 23.~ 25.2 3"'.6 



Table A-2l. EARLY DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO: Total St. Kitts Tourism Growth 
Impacts of tourism growth in Southeast Peninsula, combined with growth of 
Frigate Bay and other St. Kitts resorts. 

1:5:su ... e: 
(Icc:upo!ll'lcy 

Hotel 
Condo 
2nd Ho ... e 
St. I<ii:b: 

f'ersor,/ ....... i t 
60?- 1. i' 
~m:: 2.0 
30?- 3.0 
30?- 1.5 

Stay (d .... y:a:) 
5.5 
7.0 

10.0 
5.0 

EHpet·,di tut-eS/pElt-:a:on/d.!!I\:I 
In-Hotel Outside 

(EC:t:) 268 CEC$) 110 
225 

2(10 

125 
250 

75 

Hotel r~M Oepart raM 
7:::: EC:t:13.50 
7:':: 13.50 
0:::: 13.50 
7:::: 13.50 

Eh..ai 1 di ng Co:a:ts 
EC:t: 79.8 (OOO's) 

202.8 
327.8 
51.0 

'r'EAf.:----------·-·----·----------·--------------------.-----------.---------------------------------------.---------------.-.---------
NOH l 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 12 13 1~ 15 16 17 113 19 20 

--._----------------------------_._--------_._._--_._---_._---_._--------_._--------_._-----------------------_._-----------------------_._-------------_._---------
;,.utl-.a.-r.st Peni ns~.l.51 Ac:co ... odati Ot,S: 
"c.tala:: Hotel Roo ... s 22 22 :;::2 :<!71) "'70 7~5 79Ei 8M 1;160 875 925 950 1075 1175 1175 1225 132!;i 1"'00 10<100 1500 1675 

Conde. Uni ts 0 0 0 I) 10 30 60 80 100 1:25 1~!5 170 190 220 2:30 255 275 290 335 3"'15 365 
Second HO ...... :5: :2 2 3 3 13 20 2~i 31 "'0 ~~ 51 57 6"1 75 a~ 96 103 11~ l.2·4 132 1~2 

~-.----------------------------- .... ----------.- .... ---.---------_._------------------_._--------------------------------------------_._-------------_._--------------
't··igate Bald Ar.:co ... odatio ... a: 
·"tals: Hotel Roo ... a: ~1'" ~60 505 ~i65 620 685 73~i 790 830 1385 9~0 950 965 970 9130 9135 9gei 1010 1025 10313 1050 

Condo Units 5..q 72 EII3 W5 120 135 15!!i 172 189 202 220 22(1 230 230 230 235 231';i 2"'10 2"'5 2-45 250 
Second Ho ... e~: 1~ 18 :<!2 25 28 31 3"" 37 "'I) ~~ ~S 51 55 59 63 67 7(1 7~ 713 81 85 

._._--------------_._---._---_._---_._--------_._._---._._-------_._------------------------_._-----------------_._-----------------------_._--------_._----_._---------
Ither St. Kitts Acco ... odatio ... s: 
'atals: Hot ... l Roo ... s 160 

COl'ldo Units 0 
Second H.:;. ...... :!: 0 

165 
o 
o 

li"O 
o 
o 

3.75 
I) 

o 
180 

o 
o 

1135 
o 
o 

190 
(I 

o 
195 

o 
o 

200 

° I) 

205 
o 
o 

210 
o 
o 

220 
(I 

o 

230 

° ° 
2"'0 

o 
o 

250 
o 
o 

260 
o 
o 

27(1 
(I 
(I 

2S0 
o 
o 

290 
o 
o 

300 
o 
o 

310 
o 
o 

._._-----------------------_._---_._--------_._._--_.---------_._---------_ .... --_._----------------------------_._------------------_._---_._--------------_._--_.-._---
Ii sitors: G ... 1,000:s:) --------------------.. _._------------------------------------------------.------------------------~-------------_ .. _--------------
c.tals: Hotel Roo ... s 3'4.8 38.0 ~1.3 6~!. ::; 79.7 102.9 109.a 118.1 121.0 125.9 133.1 135.S 1~5.6 153.1 15"'.1 158.1 165.9 172.3 173.7 181.7 19~.6 

Cot'ldo Ut"oi ts 2.3 3.0 3 .. 7 ~,. -4 5 • ..q 6.9 9.0 10.5 12.1 13.6 15.2 16.3 17.5 HI.S 19.2 20.~ 21.::: 22.1 2~'.2 2~.6 25.7 
Second Ho ...... :Fo 0.5 0.7 0.8 (I •• ;t 1.2 1.7 1.S' 2.2 2.6 2.9 3.3 3 ". .0 3.9 ", .. ~ "'.8 5 • ..q 5.7 6.2 6.6 7.0 7.5 
ALL St. KIrTS 37.5 ~1. i' ~5.7 6,'.6 86.3 111.~ 120.7 130.8 135.7 10<12.~ 151.6 155.7 167.1 176.3 178.1 183.9 192.9 200.6 20~.5 213.3 227.8 ._._---------_._--_._._--------_._--.... _-------_ .... _._--_._---_._-----------------------_._------------------------_._-------------_._---_._._--_._-------------------_._----

'i sitor 
·c.tal:!!' : 

EMp~nditures: (i .... 
i ... Hotel$ 
in COl'ldos 
Outsid~ H/C$ 
ALL St. KIrTS 

:t:EC 1,000,000;;:) 
~13.6 53.5 58.2 

:3.5 ~. 7 5.8 
25.8 29.0 32.1 
78.1 87.2 96.1 

89.1 11"'.7 1"'13.8 158.9 171.0 175.2 la2.3 193.0 196.8 211.1 221.9 223.2 229.0 2~0.~ 2~9.7 251.5 263.1 282.1 
6.9 6.5 10.8 1~.1 16.6 19.0 21.5 2~.0 25.6 27.6 29.6 30.2 32.2 33.~ 3~.8 3a.l 38.8 "'0.'" 

~5.7 57.9 7~.7 al.a 89.3 93.13 99.2 106.3 110.0 118.2 125.5 127.8 133.1 139.6 1~5.8 150.2 156.5 166.7 
1~1.6 lS1.1 23-4.3 25~.a 276.9 288.0 303.0 323.3 332.~ 356.9 376.9 381.2 39~.3 ~13.5 ~30.2 ~39.a ~58.3 ~89.1 

._._-------_ .... _---_._--_ .... _---_._---_._--------_._._---._--------_._---------_._-----_._--.... _--------_._-------------_._-------------_._---_._---_._-------------_._.---------
I .. , ...... al f'ri vate I t"'-'''':!It ...... nt ·F:o!I!qui re ... eni:: (in $EC 1,000,000$) -- b ... ildil'lgs o ... ly, "'Mclusive of land valu"'$ -----------------_._---_._---_.---------_._---------
c,tals: 110t ... ls 3.9 3.8 2~.8 20.6 27."1 13.2 9.1;1 3.'" ~.8 8.6 :3.3 11.7 8.9 1.3 "'.9 9.3 7.7 1.7 9.5 1.5. ~ 

Cot"ldos 3.6 3.2 3 • .q ei.l 7.1 10.1 7.~ 7.5 7.7 7.7 5.1 6. l. 6.1 2.0 6.1 ~.1 ~.1 10.1 2.0 5.1 
2 ... d HOMes 1.3 1.6 1.0 2.6 ~.9 2.6 2.S' 3.9 2.6 3.6 2.9 3.6 "'.9 ~.3 5.2 3.3 ~.Sl -4.6 3.6 ..q.Eo 
ALL St. KIrTS 13.9 8.7 29.3 2EI. ::; 39.~ 21.0 20.3 H.9 16.2 19.9 11.3 21.~ 19.9 7.6 16.2 16.6 16.7' 16.~ 1~.2 25.1 

..... _---_._--------.... _._--_._--------_._-------_ .... _._-- .... _._--_._---.... _-------------_._---_._----_ ... _------_.----------------------------------_._-------_ .. _._--_.----------
1 ........ 1 ati .... e r otal Pri v."t", r oUI~i s.., I .... v.st ... e.·,t : (in :t:EC 1,000,000$) --------_._---_._----_._-_ ... _---_._---_._--------------._------------------_._---_._._-------.... 
c.tals: Hot ... ls "'3.0 ~6.9 50.7 75.6 96.2 123.5 131.a 1~1.6 1"'~.1 1~0.9 159.5 162.S 17..q.5 183.~ 18"'.7 189.6 198.9 206.6 20a.3 217.8 233.3 

Condos 10.9 1~.6 17.S 21.3 ;;:!6.~ 3:::; .5 ~3.6 51.1 5F.1.6 66.3 7"'1.0 79.2. 85.2 91.2 93.3 99.'" 103."'1 107.5 117.6 119.6 12'4.7 
2nd Ho~.es 5.2 6.6 8.2 9.2 U.8 16.7 19.3 22.3 26.2 28.8 32.~ 35.~ 39.0 ..q:::.9 "'8.2 53.~ 56. i" 61.6 6~,.2 69.19 7~.~ 
ALL St. KIrTS 59.1 68.0 76.8 106.0 13"'.3 173.7 19"'. t' 215.0 229. 9 2~6. 1 266.0 277.::: 298.7 31S.6 326.2 3"'2 • ..q 359.0 375.7 39:2.1 ..q07. 3 ~32.'" 

.... _-------------_._---_._._--_._---_._--------_._._---._--------_._----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------_._----
"'owth Rate$: (cc, ... po .... ·,,::1 al'lt'lual i I'lcr ... .ases) 

Touri:e:+;::s:: 
First Five Vears 23.a~ 
First re ... 'r'""a~';;: 1~.a?-

rwenty V ... ar:9: 9."~ 

ro .... rist Spendi ... g: 
2"'1.0~ 
15. 1?-
9.5<:: 

rotal Private Tourist It'lv ... st ... ent: 
2~. 1~~ 
16.2?-
1O.5~ 



~Table A-22. MANAGEABLE GROWTH SCENARIO: Tourism Supply-Side Development 
Assumes overall growth of tourism in St. Kitts is limited to about 7.5% per year, with 
emphasis in the first five years on filling out the Frigate Bay development and then 
moving into the Southeast Peninsula. Includes labour demand for Frigate Bay and the SEP. 

De .... elopMent Character 'r'EAf.:---------·-o----.-o--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
fype Site De.... Now 1 2 ::: 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

f c.uri SI'1 DevelopMeni:: -- Southeast PEI'Iinsul~, 01'11 y 
Hotel ROOMS 22 2<1 :<:5 27 
Condo Units 
Second HOMes 2 2 2 2 

29 

2 

62 

;2 

De .... elopMent of' Southeast Penins~ll.a <II...,d Frigoate B.a':l COMbiY,Eld: 
Hotel F:OOMS ... 36 469 50"1 5 ... 2 582 656 
Condo lIni h: 54 58 62 67 72 78 
SElcond HOI1E1s 16 1 i' :<:4 27 30 33 

Annual Const ..... .Icti on .f·or Southeast P .. ...,i nsul<ll 01'11':1: 
Hot .. l ROOMS 2 2 2 ;2 
Condo Uni ts 0 0 0 I) 
Second HOl1es 0 0 0 0 

33 
o 
o 

1 ... 
o 
o 

Atmu<IIl Constr' .. cti on for 50uthea:e:t P .. tli ns.ula and Fri gal::e flay: 
Hotel ROOMS: 33 35 :::8 "11 7"1 59 
Condo Units ... <I 5 5 5 6 
Second HOM .. S 1 i' 3 3 3 3 

76 

2 

715 
83 
36 

20 
o 
o 

6;:1 
6 
3 

96 

2 

7f;13 
90 
39 

23 
o 
o 

75 
7 
3 

Cone:tructiot·, Costs for SE Penins.ula .and Ft"igate Bay (in :t:EC 1,000, OOI)S) : 
Hotel f.:OOI1S. 2.6 2.8 3.0 3.2 5.9 .... 7 5."1 5.9 
Condo Units. 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1 .... 
Second HOMes 0.3 2.3 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

fOfAL Ann' .. al ! I'Ivest 3.8 6.0 .... 9 5.2 8.0 6.8 7.7 e.3 

Lab Dr OeMal'ld Factors: Cons:tructi. on (M~,n':leat··s): Sl::af'f"i t'9: 

119 

2 

857 
96 
... 2 

2::; 
o 
o 

78 
7 
... 

6.3 
1.5 
1.3 

9.1) 

SkillEld U...,s:killEld 5killEld Unskilled 
Hotel f.:OOMS 
Condo:, lIni i::s 
SElcond HOMes 

0.8 1.0 0.0 1.0 
O 2 • 3 2.8 0.0 1.0 

....... 5.2 0.0 1.0 

Uage & Fringe $ 15.0 6.3 (EC$ 1,000's/year) 15.0 

f ota1 Esi::i 1'1 ai:: '.lid L ... bor OeMat',d foY' f oo .. d SI1 in 5E PE!ni to,s, .. l.so al ... d f'ri gatE! Bay: 
Hotel f.:oOI1S 1112 1196 12EI!5 1:::82 1539 1691 18 ... 9 20~:5 
Condo lIni ts 152 1h3 17'5 lEll~ 202 218 23"1 251 
Second HOl1es 38 96 7'0 75 80 86 91 96 

6.3 

2~:12 
270 
1.11 

1 ... 2 

2 

936 
10"1 

... 6 

16 
o 
o 

76 
6 
"I 

6.0 
1.6 
1.3 

158 

2 

1011 
111 
50 

35 
o 
o 

99 
8 
3 

7.9 
1.7 
1.0 

19:::: 

~! 

1110 
120 
"''''' '-'~, 

66 
o 
(t 

99 
9 
~I 

7.9 
1.8 
1. :3 

2!:i9 

2 

1209 
129 
57 

1(17 

o 
o 

1(17 

10 
"I 

8.5 
2.0 
1.3 

366 

2 

1316 
138 
61 

115 
o 
o 

115 
10 

"I 

9.2 
2.1 
1.3 

"181 

2 

1 ... 31 
1 ... 9 
65 

87 
o 
o 

112 
11 

"I 

8.9 
2.3 
1.3 

568 

2 

15 ... 3 
160 
69 

109 
13 

2 

13 ... 
25 

5 

10.7 
5.1 
1.6 

677 
13 

"I 

1677 
185 

7"1 

1 ... 1 
20 

3 

1 ... 1 
33 

7 

11.3 
6.7 
2.3 

818 
33 

7 

1818 
218 

;;011 

"18 
22 

"I 

1"18 
36 

8 

11.8 
7.3 
2.6 

EIIS6 1030 1157 
55 96 137 
11 17 23 

1966 2t:50 2307 
3 ... 2 
106 

;;;:5::; 298 
89 98 

16'" 
"I::; 

6 

16 ... 
"15 

9 

13.1 
9.0 
2.9 

127 
39 

6 

177 

"'''1 
10 

fOfAL 
1 ..... 1 1"16.7 
8.9 57.56 
3.3 29.61 

8.9 10.6 11.0 11.8 12.6 12.5 17 .... 20.2 21.7 25.1 26.3 23 .... 1 

2397 
291 
116 

I y,di t-E!ct 
Skilled 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

';""'pl oYl'1ent: 

12.0 

2621 
312 
115 

Ur,skilled 
1. "I 
1."1 
0.7 

2860 
336 
130 

5.5 

3113 
361 
136 

3366 
388 
1"13 

3659 
"117 
150 

3969 
516 
167 

... :::05 
617 
1';'5 

"I6!;i9 
712 
216 

50"15 
8"13 
~: ... O 

!;:i"l65 
9"16 
265 

5563 
828 
166 

fOfAl 1302 1"155 15::'11 lE,"I5 1622 199... 217~1 23i"2 259::; 2605 30"le 3325 3611 391e "1227 "1651 511 i' 5587 6],213 fo6 77 6596 

0.6 
!y,di.rect T ... H Re .... OItnues frOM Constr, .. c:+.ion at: 

All Units 0.1 0.2 0.1 
3~ in EC$l,OOO,OOO's: 

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.'" 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 (1.13 



Ass.~ ... e: 
Occup-lmcy 

Hot'i!!l 
Cc.ndo 

Table A-23. MANAGEABLE GROWTH SCENARIO: Tourism Demand-Side Development 
Demonstrates growth of tourism and tax collections from new tourist 
facilities in Frigate Bay and the Southeast Peninsula. 

EHper,di tur·e:;: .... p~!t-:;:(m .... d.lIIY 
Perscm/ul'.i t: In-Hotel Outside Hotel TaM Depart TaM 

60(;: 1.7 268 110 7:<: 13.50 
-t0~-;: 2. ° 225 125 7:<: 13.50 

2t',d Ho .... e 30(;: 3.0 

Stay (da'::!:&:) 
5.5 
7.0 

l.O.O 250 0:<: 13.50 

(JLe.v~ e.d) 

¥EAR------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
No~ 1 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1~ 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Southeast PtE!ni .... sul.!!O Ac:c':OModati Ot·,s: 
Hot'i!!l Roo ... s 22 2"1 
Cc.t,d" Uni ts 
SElcorld HOMe:a: 2 2 

25 

2 

27 

2 

29 

2 

Co ... bi I',,,,,d Fri 9·;ot .. B.lIIY .f!ond Sou·l:h".f!osl: PE .... ,i ns,-.la Ac:co ... ocl.!!oti or.s: 

62 

2 

He,t,d ROOMS -t36 -t69 5(1-t 5-t2 582 656 
Cot".do Uni b: 5-t 5a 62 67 72 76 
SElcot".d Ho ... e:!!: 16 17 2'" 27 30 33 

76 

2 

715 
83 
36 

96 

2 

7EI3 
90 
39 

119 

2 

8!37 
96 
-t2 

1'~2 

2 

9::56 
10'" 

"'6 

156 

2 

1011 
111 
50 

193 

2 

1110 
120 

5:3 

259 

2 

1209 
1;;;!9 
57 

366 

2 

1316 
138 
61 

"181 

2 

l-t31 
l-t9 
65 

!568 

2 

15"'3 
160 
69 

67'7' 
13 

"I 

167'7' 
18!!i 

7'" 

818 
33 

7 

1616 
218 

81 

866 
55 
11 

1966 
253 
69 

1030 
96 
17 

2130 
298 

98 

1157 
137 
23 

2307 
3"12 
108 

Visitor Hot'i!!l Roo ... s 
0';"::1"': COl',do Uni ts 

Cl000~) Second HOM .. S 
TOTAL DA'r'S 

162.3 1?~.5 187.6 201.7 216.8 2-t"'.~ 266.2 291.5 319.2 3~8.~ 376.5 "113."1 "'50.1 "'89.9 532.8 57"1.5 62"'.3 676.6 731.9 
15.6 17.0 16.2 19.6 21.1 22.6 2"'.3 26.2 2B.l 30.2 32.5 3~.9 37.6 "'0.'" "13.'" -t6.7 5"'.0 63.6 7~.0 
5.3 5.6 7.9 8.9 9.9 10.8 11.8 12.8 13.8 15.1 16.'" 17."1 18.7 20.0 21.~ 22.7 2"'.3 26.6 29.2 

lB3.3 197.0 213.7 230.1 2"17.7 277.6 302.3 330."1 361.1 393.7 "'25.'" "'65.7 506.'" 550.'" 597.5 6"'3.6 702.6 767.0 635.2 

793 
a7 
32 

912 

859 
100 
35 

99"1 

Visitors: Hot'i!!l ROOMS 
(1000s) Condo::, Uni ts 

Stitco .... d Ho ..... s 
TOTAL VISITORS 

Vi si tor It·, Hot ... l:;: 
Spendi .... 9: II""' Co .... do:;: 
($EC MMs) Out:;:ide H .... C:!!: 

29.5 
2.3 
0.5 

32.3 

-t3.5 
3.5 

21.1 

31.7 
2.~1 

0.6 
3"'.7 

'16.8 
3.::1 

22.7 

3"1.1 36.7 
2.6 2.6 
0.6 0.9 

37.5 "'0.3 

50.3 
-t.l 

2-t.9 

5"1.0 
"I.'" 

26.8 

39.'" 
3.0 
1.0 

"'3.'" 
58.1 
"'.7 

26.9 

"1"1."1 
3.2 
1.1 

-ta.7 

65.5 
5.1 

32."1 

"16."1 
3.!:i 
1 .-, . ~. 

53.1 

71.3 
5.5 

35.3 

53.0 
3.7 
1.3 

58.0 

76.1 
5.9 

36.5 

58.0 
~I.O 

1."1 
63."1 

6!!:i.5 
6.3 

"I:<!.1 

63.3 
"\.3 
1.5 

69.2 

66.5 
"1.6 
1.6 

7"1.7 

75.~~ 
5.0 
1.7 

61.9 

61.6 
5."1 
1.9 

89.1 

69.1 96.9 10"'."1 113.5 123.1 133.1 1"1"1.2 156.2 
5.6 6.2 6.7 7.7 9.1 10.6 12."1 1"1.3 
2.0 2.1 2.3 2."1 2.7 2.9 3.2 3.5 

96.9 105.2 113."1 123.7 13"1.8 1"'6.6 159.8 17"1.0 

93."1 100.9 110.8 120.6 131.3 1"12.8 15"1.0 
6.6 7.3 7.9 8.5 9.1 9.6 10.5 

"\5.9 "19.6 5"1.2 56.9 6"1.0 69."1 7"1.7 

167.3 
12. l. 
61.5 

161."1 196.2 212.5 230.2 
l-t.3 16.7 19.6 22.5 
89.0 97.1 106.2 115.8 

TOTAL SPENT 6a.2 ?3.3 79.3 85.3 91.8 103.0 112.1 122.5 133.9 1"16.0 157.8 172.8 186.0 20"1.3 221.9 239.1 261.0 28"1.7 309.9 336.3 366.5 

Dl RECT Hr.,tel T.!!oM 
TaM Revs. Condo TaH 
($E(: MMs) DE!p." .... +.: T a~: 

DIRECT TAKES 

I tlDl RECT T ouri st Spet,d ~~-;: 
TaM R .. vs. Tour. Cons+':r. 
($EC MMs) Othe,,' 

!tWl RECT TA:-: 

GRAND TOTAL ALL TAKES 

I tlCREI1ENTAL TA:-:ES 

3.0 
0.2 
O.-t 

3.7 

2.7 
0.1 
0.1 

2.9 

6.6 

0.0 

3.3 
0.3 
0.5 

"\.0 

2.9 
O ~, . .:; 
0.1 

3. ~~ 

7.2 

0.6 

3.5 
0.3 
0 .. 5 

"1.3 

3.2 
0.1 
0.1 

3 .. .z:t 

7.7 

1.1 

3.;3 
0.3 
0.5 

"'.6 
3.-4 
(1.2 
0.1 

3.6 

8.3 

1.7 

-t.l 
0.3 
0.6 

5.0 

3.7 
0.2 
0.1 

"1.0 

9.0 

2.3 

"1.6 
0."1 
0.7 

5.6 

"1.1 
0.2 
0.1 

"1."1 

10.0 

3."1 

5.0 
0."1 
0.7 

6.1 

"1.5 
O ~. . ..:; 
0.1 

"1.8 

10.9 

~.3 

5.5 
O.-t 
0.6 

6.7 

"1.9 
0.2 
0.1 

5.2 

11.9 

5.3 

other Indir ... ct TaMes includes 2~ o~ ... Mpenditurtits o~ cruiseship tourists and 

6.0 
O.·~ 
0.9 

7.3 

5."1 
0.3 
0.1 

!!:i.7 

13.0 

6."1 

6.5 
0.5 
0.9 

7.9 

5.6 
0.3 
0.1 

"- .., ..... , 
1"1.2 

7.6 

7.1 
0.5 
1.0 

8.6 

6.3 
0.3 
0.1 

6.6 

15.3 

8.7 

7. fl 
0.6 
1.1 

9."1 

6.9 
0.3 
0.1 

7."1 

16.;:1 

10.2 

6."1 
0.6 
1.2 

10.2 

7.5 
0.'" 
0.2 

6.0 

18.3 

11.6 

9.2 
0.6 
1.3 

U.l 

8.2 
0.'" 
0.2 

EI. (' 

19.9 

13.2 

1.0.0 
0.7 
1.'" 

12.1 

8.9 
0."1 
0.2 

9.'" 
21.5 

1"1.9 

10.8 
0.7 
1.5 

13.0 

9.6 
0.5 
0.2 

10.3 

23.3 

16.7 

11.7 
0.;;1 
1.7 

1~.;;;! 

10."1 
0.6 
0.2 

11.3 

25.5 

16.9 

12.7 
1.0 
1.6 

15.5 

11."1 
0.7 
0.3 

12.3 

27.6 

21.2 

13.7 
1.2 
2.0 

16.9 

12."1 
0.8 
0.3 

13."1 

30.3 

23.7 

1."1.9 16.1 
1."1 1.6 
2.2 2.3 

18.'" 20.0 

13.5 
0.6 
0.3 

1"'.6 

33.0 

26.~ 

1"1.7 

0.3 

15.1 

35.1 

26.5 

other eMcursi o .... i sts, a .... d 3(;: o~ publ i c capi +.: ... 1 spendi .... 9 i.... the Southeast Peni t",sul.liI. 



Table A-24. MANAGEABLE GROWTH SCENARIO: Total St. Kitts Tourism Growth. 

A,,:su_: 
Clccup .. nc\:I 

Hot:.l 
Condo 
2nd HOM. 
St:. Kitt:s 

P.rsort/unit 
60~ 1.1 
-10~ 2.0 
30~ 3.0 
30~ 1.' 

St"'\:1 (d .. ys) 
!5.!5 
7.0 

10.0 
!5.0 

EHp ••• di t:ur.s/p .. r:;,on/day 
In-Hot.l Outsid .. 

(EC$) 266 (EC$) 106 
22!5 12!5 

250 
200 75 

Hot:.l TaH D.part TaH 
n EC$13.50 
7~ 13.50 
O~ 13.50 
7~ 13.50 

Building Costs 
E(:$ 79.6 Cl,OOO's) 

202.6 
327.6 

!51.0 

'r'EAF:----------·-----·----------·-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Now l 2 3 -1 !5 6 7 6 9 10 11 12 13 1-1 1!5 16 17 16 19 20 

'nanag .. abl. Growth' Proj.ctions 
Tot.l St. Kit:t:s TourisM Growt:h .. t 

Hot.ls !596 
Condos 5-1 
2nd HOM.S 16 

South.ast: P.ninsula 
Hot.l ROOMS 
Condo Units 
S.cond HOM.S 

22 

2 

7 .,~ p.r' '''.ar·: 
6-1l 6EI9 732 

58 62 67 
11 2-1 27 

21 

2 

2!5 

2 

27 

2 

762 
72 
30 

29 

2 

656 
76 
33 

62 

2 

920 
63 
36 

76 

2 

ge6 
90 
39 

96 

2 

1062 
96 
-12 

119 

2 

11-13 
10-1 

-16 

1-12 

2 

1216 
111 
50 

156 

2 

1320 
120 

!53 

193 

2 

1-119 
129 

157 

2159 

2 

11526 
136 
61 

366 

2 

16-11 
1-19 
65 

-161 

2 

1763 
160 
69 

!566 

2 

1697 
165 

7-1 

677 
13 

"I 

2036 
216 

61 

616 
33 

7 

2191 
2!53 

69 

866 
55 
11 

2355 
296 

96 

1030 
96 
17 

2532 
3"12 
106 

11157 
137 
23 

------------------------------------------_._------------_._----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
frigat. eay 

Hot.l ROOMS 
Condo Units 
S .. cond HOM ... 

Oth.r St. Kitts 
Hot.l ROOMS 
Condo Unit's 
S.cond HOM.S 

Vi si tors: (i n 1, OOOs) 
T ot.!,s: Hot.l ROOMS 

Condo Units 
S.cond HOM ... 
ALL St. KITTS 

-11"1 
5"1 
1-1 

160 
o 
o 

3-1.6 
2.3 
0.5 

37.5 

"1"1' 
!58 

l' 
172 

o 
o 

37.1 
2.1 
0.6 

10 .... 

-176 
E,2 
22 

185 
o 
o 

-10.2 
2.6 
0.6 

-13.6 

151-1 
67 
2!5 

190 
o 
o 

"12.9 
2.6 
0.9 

"16.6 

553 
72 
26 

200 
o 
o 

"16.0 
3.0 
1.0 

150.0 

59-1 
76 
31 

200 
o 
o 

151.0 
3.2 
1.1 

!5!5.3 

639 
63 
3-1 

205 
o 
o 

!5!5.1 
3.5 
1.2 

!59.8 

667 
90 
37 

20!5 
o 
o 

!59.7 
3.7 
1.3 

6'1.7 

736 
96 
-10 

20!5 
o 
o 

6-1.6 
"1.0 
1.-1 

70.2 

79 ... 
10-1 

-1-1 

207 
o 
o 

70.1 
-1.3 
1.5 

76.0 

653 
111 

-16 

207 
o 
o 

7!5.3 
-1.6 
1.6 

61.!5 

917 
120 

!51 

210 
(I 

o 

62.1 
!5.0 
1.7 

66.8 

950 
129 

5!5 

210 
o 
o 

9!50 
136 

!59 

210 
o 
o 

950 
1-19 
63 

210 
o 
o 

97!5 
160 
67 

220 
o 
o 

1000 
172 
70 

220 
o 
o 

1000 
le!5 

7-1 

220 
o 
o 

1100 
198 
76 

.!25 
o 
o 

1100 
200 

81 

225 
o 
o 

1150 
205 

6!5 

225 
o 
o 

66.7 96.0 103.6 111.7 120.7 130.3 1-10.5 151.6 163.6 
!5.-1 5.6 6.2 6.7 7.7 9.1 10.6 12."1 1-1.3 
1.9 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.... 2.7 2.9 3.2 3.15 

96.0 103.6 112.1 120.6 130.9 1"'2.0 15"1.0 167.2 161."1 -----------------------------------------_._._---------------------_ .... _------------------_._------------_..:._--------------------'-------------_._-------- ... _----
Visitor 
Tot.ls: 

EHpendit:ur.s: (in 
in Hot .. ls 
in Condos 
Outsid .. H/Cs 
ALL St. KI nos 

$EC 1,000,000s) 
~8.6 !52.... ~6.3 
3.~ 3.8 -1.1 

25.!5 27.1 30.0 
77.6 63.6 90.-1 

60.3 6-1.7 72.1 ;>6.1 6-1.6 92.3 100.2 107.7 117.7 127.~ 13EI.2 1"19.7 161.2 17"1.6 166.6 203.6 219.9 237.6 
~.-1 -1.7 5.1 ~.5 5.9 6.3 6.6 7.3 7.9 8.5 9.1 9.6 10.5 12.1 1"1.3 16.7 19.6 22.5 

32.1 3-1.5 37.9 -10.9 -1-1.1 -17.6 51.~ 55.2 59.8 6"1.5 69.5 7-1.9 60."1.67.3 95.0 103.3 112.7 122.6 
96.6 103.9 115.0 12"1.-1 13-1.6 1-16.2 156.-1 170.2 165.3 200.5 216.8 23-1.3 252.1 27-1.0 297.9 323.6 352.2 362.6 

Ar.nual Priv .. t. Ir.v •• tM .... t 
Tot.ls: Hot.ls 

Condos 
2nd HOM.S 
ALL St. KITTS 

R.quir.".nt: 
3.2 3.' 
0.6 0.9 
0.3 2.3 
1.-1 6.6 

(ir. $EC 1,000,000s) --
3.3 3.6 5.9 -1.9 
0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
5.2 5.6 6.0 7.1 

buildings only, aHclusiv .. 
5.~ 5.9 6.-1 6.0 
1.3 1.-1 1.5 1.6 
1.0 1.0 1.3 1.3 
7.7 8.3 9.1 6.9 

Cu"ulativ. Total Private TouriSM Inv.stM.r.t: (in $EC 1,000,000s) 

of land valu.s 
a.l 7.9 a.5 
1.7 1.8 2.0 
1.0 1.3 1.3 

10.7 11.0 11.6 

9.2 
2.1 
1.3 

12.6 

9."1 
2.3 
1.3 

13.0 

10.7 
5.1 
1.6 

17."1 

11.3 
6.7 
2.3 

20.2 

12.1 
7.3 
2.6 

22.0 

13.1 
9.0 
2.9 

2~i. 1 

1"1.1 
6.9 
3.3 

26.3 

Totals: Hot.ls "13.0 16.2 -19.6 52.9 56.7 62.6 67.5 
Condos 10.9 11.8 12.7 13.6 1"1.6 15.7 16.9 
2nd Ho"_s !5.2 !5.6 7.9 6.6 9.6 10.6 11.8 

72.9 
16.2 
12.6 

78.9 
19.!5 
13.6 

85.2 
21.0 
1!5.1 

91.3 
22.6 
16.-1 

99.3 107.2 1115.7 12"1.9 13-1."1 115.0 156.3 168.-1 181."1 195.6 
2"1.3 26.1 28.0 30.1 32.-1 37.5 "1"1.1 51.-1 60."1 69.3 
17.~ 16.7 20.0 21.3 22.6 2-1.3 26.5 29.2 32.1 35.-1 

All St:. KI TTS 59.1 63.' 70.2 715.-1 61.1 69.1 96.2 103.9 112.2 121.3 130.2 1-10.9 151.9 163.6 176.3 169.-1 206.6 227.0 2-18.9 27"1.0 300.3 

--------------------------------------------------------_._-----------------------------------------------------------------------~--.--------------------Growth Rat.s: (coMpou ... d annu.l incr.~s.s) --------------------------_______ . __________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Tourists: Touri.t Sp.nding: Tot .. l Private Tourist Inv.st"ent: 
First Five 'r'.~rs 7.9~ 6.0~ 6.6? 
First T.n 'r'ears 7.9~ 6.0~ 6.2~ 
Tw.nty 'r'.ars 6.l~ 6.2~ 6.5~ 

'-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------_. MEMORANDUM: 
COMbi n .. d South.ast: P.r.i ... sula and Fri qat. aa." D .. ".lopM.nt 

Hot_l ROOMS 136 -169 50-1 5-12 582 
Condo Units 5-1 56 62 67 72 
2r.d Ho"_s 16 11 2~ 27 30 

Rat:. of' N.w Constr'~ction 
Hot.l ROOMS 
Condo Units 
2nd HOM.S 

33 
"I 
1 

315 
1 
1 

36 
5 
3 

-11 
5 
3 

7"1 
15 
3 

6~6 
76 
33 

~9 
6 
3 

71~ 
63 
36 

6tl 
6 
3 

7€13 
90 
39 

7~ 
7 
3 

657 
96 
-12 

7a 
7 
-1 

936 
10"1 

-16 

76 
6 
"I 

1011 
111 
50 

99 
6 
3 

1110 
120 
53 

99 
9 
... 

1209 
129 
57 

107 
10 

-1 

1316 
13a 
61 

115 
10 
"I 

1"131 
1-19 
65 

112 
11 

-1 

15"13 
160 
69 

13-1 
215 

5 

1677 
16~ 
7~ 

111 
33 

7 

1616 
216 

81 

1""16 
36 

6 

1966 
2~n 

69 

161 
... 5 

9 

2BO 
296 

96 

177 
"1"1 
10 

2::107 
3"12 
106 



Tables A-25. 

le:$UMpti 0 .. ,$: 

PRIVATE INVESTMENT MODEL. 
Analysis of costs and returns for hotels from 50 to 400 rooms. 
(Dollar amounts in EC$l,OOOls.) 

Oper.ating CO$t:e: 

(Jte.vi.6 e.d J 

Ca:!>e: Rool'ls 
Sq Cosi:: AMeni ty 
ft. 1ft Fctr 

Land CO$t:5: 
Acroes $EC (:M) 

Fi .. , ...... coe 
(:O$t$ 

(~ of Tot.al S~le$) 
Payroll Food Other 

Occupancy Rai:oes 
(~ Rool'I tlRc,oM 

Te,urist Hotel Spe .. ,ding .... Oa\:l 
Tot ... l= Roo ... + Food+ Misc. 

I 
II 

[II 
IV 

50 
125 
25rj 
400 

300 
300 
300 
300 

190 1.10 
190 1.15 
190 1.20 
190 1.25 

: ... sh Flolol F .actor:!!:: 
Vear1y 

Tot.al CO$ts= AMortization 
------------ ------------

I 4215 "176 
II 1069"1 1213 

[II 21900 2"183 
IV 3<1877 3955 

6.0 
20.0 
"10.0 
M.O 

135.0 
125.0 
120.0 
100.0 

Ar,n',Jal AMOUt',+':$: 

9.5~ 

9.5t:: 
9.5:::: 
9.5t:: 

Te,+':.al Opoerating Cost$ 
S",1es P.ayrll Food Other 

!!:i026 1156 1005 2111 
1:<!565 2890 2513 5"11)3 
2!;i130 5780 5026 11057 
"1(21)6 92~16 6(1"12 1(;109"1 

23~~ 20~ "12;:-; 
23t:: 20:::: "13:::: 
23:::: 20:::: "1"1;:-; 
23t~ 20~ 45:::: 

Gross PreT.a ... 
IncoMe Profit 

75"1 276 
1759 5"16 
3267 76<1 
<1625 670 

60;:;: 
60;:;: 
60;:;: 
60(~ 

1.7 
1.7 
1.7 
1.7 

EC$ 270 
270 
270 
270 

172 
172 
172 
172 

6"1 
6"1 
8~1 

8"1 

1"1 
1"1 
1"1 
1"1 

'r'EAR --------.---------------.--------------------------------------------------.----------------------------------.--------------
lodlll1 C~$h Flolol Zoero 1 2 3 <I 5 6 7 6 9 10 11 12 13 1"1 15 16 17 18 19 20 

I -"1215 -729 
II -1069<1 -1967 

III -21900 -"12"13 
IV -3"1877 -7172 

NTERNAL RATE OF RETURN: 

I "I."I~ 
II 3.9:::: 

III 2. 7~ 
IV 1.5~ 

150 150 
9136 986 

:<!2"1"1 22"1"1 
35''13 35"13 

2716 
5"16 
7EI"I 
670 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
870 

'hoes:e consoervati .... e a$$u"pti,::ons re+'leet ref.:urns of" appro ... i ... III+':ely "It::, 
~f+.:et" i nf"l ati Ot'" ba$ed or, the eHpeo::tat i e'n +':hat: (1) 1.eond 

276 
5<16 
713"1 
870 

values loIil1 double in 20 \:Iears; and (2) the value of' the resor+.: is 
oroe-h~l f i +'::$ or'i gi nal co .. ,structi on cost (i n real ter ... s) .after 20. \:I'Blars. 

276 
5"16 
76"1 
870 

276 
5"16 
76"1 
670 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
670 

276 
5"16 
76"1 
670 

276 
5<16 
76"1 
670 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
870 

276 
5"16 
76"1 
870 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
670 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
870 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
870 

Note: Columns 2-7 represent construction and land acquisition costs for various sized hotels. 
For example, costs for a 50-room facility averaging 300 square feet/room are estimated at 
EC$190/sq. ft. for construction plus a multiplier factor of 1.10 for common areas and infra
structure plus 8 acres of land at EC$13S,000/acre. 

276 
5"16 
78"1 
870 

276 
!5"16 
78~1 

870 

276 "15"1::; 
5"16 10893 
78"1 2133"1 
870 31109 



AssuMptions: 

Ca:e:e: CO:l!:i:: 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

13000 
13000 
15000 
15000 

Table A-26. 

LenO;I'!:h 
kM. 

6 
6 

10 
10 

VElarly Fin.ance Cos+.:s 

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE MODEL: Southeast Peninsula Road. 
(Dollar amounts in EC$l,OOOls.) 

Fi nanci.lfIl Condi ti ons 
Length I nteres'!: Ratoao 

TerM' Gr.a.ce M.ait", Gr.acoao 

20 
~O 
20 
~O 

5 
10 

5 
10 

6.0:<: 
3.0:<: 
6.m~ 
3.0t~ 

3.5:<: 
2.0:<: 
3.5:\: 
2.0:\: 

At·,nu.al M.1I1i nt-en.ance Factors 
M .. npo ... .;,r L.a.bot- Rate:e: Labor 
Skill Un:e:kl Skil Unskl Int.ense 

3 
3 
3 
3 

7 
7 

10 
10 

12.5 5.0 50:>; 
12. !5 5.0 50:>; 
12.5 5.0 50:>; 
12.5 5.0 50:>; 

Grace Period Main TElr ... 
Ar,n'.Ial 
Maint. 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

91 .... 7 
"175.2 

1055."1 
5"16.3 

106~.7 
606.1 

1251.6 
626.6 

1<15 
1~5 
175 
175 

Periodic REtp.a.irs 
AMount. Freq (yrs) 

1300 
1300 
1500 
1500 

6 
6 
6 
6 

Rep.a.i r 3. Cot"'s!:r. Ph.a:e:EI 
Manpower Cos+':s 
Skilled Unskilled 

9.2<;: 
9.2<;: 
9.2<;: 
9.2<;: 

11.8<;: 
11. 8~-:: 
11.8:\: 
11.8<;: 

VEAR --------.-------.,.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----------------.-
A",nual Co:e:ts ZEtro 1 2 3 <1 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1'" 15 16 17 16 19 21) 
------... _--------_._----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------._---.... _------------------_._--------------_.-
Aver.age: 1335 I "'57 967 :1.0';'0 1060 101';.0 1060 2530 1230 1230 1230 1230 12::;0 2530 1230 1230 1230 1230 1230 2530 1230 1231) 

62"1 II 236 5"'8 620 620 620 620 1"1<15 620 620 620 620 751 2051 75:1. 751 751 751 751 2051 751 751 
15"17 III 526 11 ... 3 l.230 1230 1230 1230 2927 1<127 1 ... 27 1"'27 1"'127 1<127 2927 1<127 1~27 1<127 1"'27 1~27 2927 1"'27 1"'12'1' 
923 IV 27"1 636 723 723 723 723 1675 723 723 723 723 602 2302 802 802 602 602 802 2302 802 60;2 

VEAR -------------------------------------------.----------------------------------------------------------------------.------.-
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Table A-27. PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE MODEL: Southeast Peninsula Water Distribution System. 
(Dollar amounts in EC$l,OOOls.) 
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APPENDIX B 

REGULATORY AND MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 
THE INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 

B.l INTRODUCTION 

Planning, managing and monitoring the Southeast Peninsula road con
struction and the tourism facilities and amenities development which 
follow constitute a formidable set of new responsibilities and tasks 
for the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis. The Frigate Bay experience 
pales by comparison and should not be allowed to induce a false sense 
of confidence about or an underestimation of either the dimensions or 
the complexity of the new SEP venture. 

Not only is the Peninsula four times larger in area, it involves much 
steeper erosion-prone, rocky hillsides and eleven less stable sandy 
beaches; includes approximately a dozen major landholders with strong 
development preferences of their own; and has the lowest rainfall, the 
highest dunes, the largest salt pond and the greatest potential as an 
undeveloped area in the State. Furthermore, time is of the essence as 
the simultaneous social and economic pressures of declining sugar 
prices, under-employment, and foreign exchange deficits have all been 
felt at the national level. 

The Government of St. Kitts and Nevis therefore 
cult task of rapidly developing new or expanded 
marketing, and monitoring skills and services. 
listing of these new or expanded functions will 

confronts the diffi
planning, management, 
Even a preliminary 
include: 

tourism facilities permitting procedures 
establishment of standards and guidelines 
(buildings, sewage, roads, marinas, coastal 
water quality, erosion control) 

design and implementation of an EIA process 
compliance monitoring 
environmental monitoring 
protected and public areas management 
land acquisition and easements 
tax, licencing and user fee policies 
coordination of all of the above 
vision and leadership. 

This last item is the most important of all. The Southeast Peninsula 
development venture is not simply another "project" which can be ad
ministered or handled if a half-dozen otherwise technically skilled 
civil servants try to squeeze a few hours a day out of an already busy 
schedule to deal with the tasks required. It is rather a cluster of 
many diverse, interrelated projects wherein the whole can and must be 
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seen as greater than the sum of its parts. The St. Kitts and Nevis 
Government has proven that it has the vision to perceive a major role 
for the Peninsula in the future of the State. It now needs to assert 
the administrative leadership necessary to realise that vision in an 
efficient, coordinated, and methodical fashion -- one designed to 
convert day-to-day decisions, technical input, new and old practices, 
and the promise of the Peninsula into a rational mosaic of growth. 

The discussion which follows outlines an institutional structure or 
framework needed to shape and encourage the efficient flow of infor
mation between project principals, partners and the people (as repre
sented by Government). It focuses on new mechanisms needed to assist 
Government leaders and their deputies in making well-informed deci
sions and in reducing the risk of negative or unanticipated economic, 
social, and environmental impacts deriving from those decisions. 

B.2 PUBLIC/PRIVATE SECTOR RELATIONSHIP 

B.2.1 Overview 

The respective roles of the public and private sector in promoting 
national development objectives are not always clear. In the specific 
case of the Southeast Peninsula project, these roles are further con
fused by virtue of landownership being held entirely by the private 
sector, while the means to secure funds for basic infrastructure to 
open the area for development rests with the Government. An already 
ambiguous situation is further complicated by the mutual suspicion 
with which each sector views the other. These attitudes have been 
reinforced in recent years by nationalization of the sugar industry 
and have limited easy implementation of pUblic/private sector "part
nerships" or "collective action" strategies. (A notable exception has 
been the excellent, 20-year working relationship between Government 
and the private sector in the restoration and development of the 
Brimstone Hill historic site.) 

The situation in St. Kitts and Nevis is not unlike that in other 
Eastern Caribbean islands. As Khan (1982) has pointed out, since the 
1970's there has been a gradual increase of government intervention in 
economic areas traditionally dominated by the private sector (e.g., 
agriculture, hotel operation, marketing, export promotion). However, 
efforts to involve or encourage private sector participation in a sys
tematic way in national development planning continue to be inade
quate. Governments, with some consistency, do not fully appreciate 
the value of a partnership or participatory approach to development, 
i.e., in enlisting community support, reducing information acquisition 
costs, and maximizing use of scarce resources in small islands by 
giving larger numbers a stake in a given project. Similarly, most 
attempts to discourage private sector initiatives inconsistent with 
overall national development objectives (by regulation, control, or 
restrictions) have not been very successful. 
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Despite these constraints but recognlzlng that both public and private 
sector interests are reflected in the land use alternatives proposed 
for the Southeast Peninsula, USAID has called for the establishment of 
a "development council" to be comprised of public and private sector 
representatives. Its establishment is a requirement to finalization 
of negotiations with GSKN for SEP road financing (Memorandum of Under
standing between USA and GSKN, 1985). Interdependency, however, does 
not necessarily enhance cooperation (indeed, it may intensify con
flicts) • Therefore, regardless of how the required "development coun
cil" is ultimately structured, it is essential that from the outset 
all parties understand and communicate openly with the other, particu
larly regarding how each perceives the potential rewards or results 
(as well as the risks and uncertainties) associated with cooperative 
action. 

In short, Peninsula development rests on the interdependency of 
public/private sector interests, with the role of each now somewhat 
loosely outlined (e.g., Government: infrastructure and public 
services, environmental protection and regulation; private sector: 
investment, promotion, marketing). The terms of this "collective 
action bargain," however, are ill-defined, with the present Land Use 
Management Plan to serve as one means for arriving at a mutually 
acceptable agreement on a development strategy for the Peninsula. 

B.2.2 The Frigate Bay Development Corporation: 
A Management Model 

Generally speaking, the fusion of entrepreneurial/private sector ini
tiatives with public sector control mechanisms, in the form of "public 
enterprises" or quasi-governmental development agencies, has not 
worked well in the Eastern Caribbean (Kahn, 1982). As instruments of 
development change, public enterprises per se tread a fine line be
tween the more flexible, experimental, risk-taking biases of the pri
vate sector and the accountability/control requirements of the public 
sector. 

In the area of Caribbean tourism development, as noted by Bloomestein 
(1985), leadership has largely been provided by the private sector 
acting in response to market demand and essentially in the absence of 
all but very generalized policy directives or planning guidelines from 
governments. An exception to the public sector's more secondary role 
has taken place in St. Kitts with Government's creation of the Frigate 
Bay Development Corporation (FBDC) in the early 1970's, a statutory 
body with authority to develop a major tourism complex on land owned 
by Government at the base of the Southeast Peninsula. Of the persons 
interviewed by the LUMP team (March 1986), a few, mostly government 
officials, considered the FBDC a suitable model for SEP development 
(either by extension of its current authority or creation of a second, 
but similar agency). A brief look, therefore, at the Corporation's 
structure, development authority, and regulatory mechanisms is ap
propriate to the current study. (See also Towle, et al., 1985.) 
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By statute, the FBDC is under the direction of a Board comprised of a 
Chairman, Vice Chairman and not more than seven other members, all to 
be appointed by the Minister of Tourism, who, since the Corporation's 
inception, has also served as Chairman. In effect, the FBDC Chairman 
is responsible to himself as Minister, a situation which substantially 
limits the role of the private sector in FBDC affairs. The enabling 
legislation also provides for designation of an advisory committee, 
presently consisting of technical persons employed by Government who 
have no regulatory authority as a body and can be dismissed at any 
time. 

Building application guidelines have been established for all com
mercial or residential construction within the Corporation's jurisdic
tion. The regulations ensure that development proceeds in accordance 
with the overall master plan and that all buildings meet minimum stan
dards. Generally speaking, based on selected interviews, the FBDC 
building guidelines are perceived to be reasonable, enforceable, and 
transferable -- as a model -- to a yet-to-be-designated Southeast Pen
insula regulatory and management unit. 

With respect to the natural environment, it was the conclusion of a 
recent study (Towle, et al., 1985) that the FBDC has not managed these 
resources as effectively as it should. While controls and guidelines 
exist for management of the built or man-made environment, the natural 
resources of Frigate Bay are more or less taken for granted, despite 
the fact that environmental problems have been identified and require 
attention if the ambience and overall competitive quality of the area 
are to be sustained. 

The main income generating activity of the Corporation is the sale of 
commercial and residential land, representing approximately 80% of 
gross income. Gross land sales fell by 50% in 1984, and no commercial 
sales were recorded in 1984. Approximately 60% of available land has 
now been sold (Towle, et al., 1985). Marketing efforts are largely 
managed through the promotional campaigns of the St. Kitts and Nevis 
Government. 

It is in this latter area -- development and promotion -- that those 
who oppose expansion of the "FBDC model" to the Peninsula are most 
vocal. The perception in the private sector is that Government has, 
more or less, approached Frigate Bay as if it was a location (not a 
development project) and they were real estate agents (rather than 
agents of development change). To many in the private sector, FBDC 
has become a "maintenance" organisation in need of more aggressive 
marketing strategies. The recent decline in FBDC sales is of concern 
to SEP landowners, who also reject any formalized or structured "de
velopment control" role for Government in the Southeast Peninsula (SEP 
landowners meeting with LUMP team, 21/03/86). 

The FBDC experience points to an internal conflict characteristic of 
public development enterprises. The task of reconciling the open-
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ended/autonomous structure of private sector development with the 
centralised/controlling practices of governments must be resolved in 
order to achieve sustained economic growth. Even where public mana
gers have access to funds, expertise or personnel to promote develop
ment, the relative absence in government agencies of the aggressive 
entrepreneurial skills associated with economic expansion persists as 
an underlying systemic constraint. 

Furthermore, while the FBDC "model" does have value as an example of 
orderly growth and development, it cannot be extrapolated in toto to 
the Peninsula since land there is held in private ownership while 
Frigate Bay land was purchased by Government in the late 1950's. It 
should also be noted that if development activity is to be accelerated 
at Frigate Bay in the next twenty years (see "development models" pro
vided in Appendix A), if facilities there are to be upgraded or ex
panded, and if environmental management concerns are to be adequately 
addressed, the Corporation will have a full agenda during the very 
years when development initiatives for the Peninsula will be most 
agressively pursued. 

Therefore, given the fact that a great many of the economic decisions 
for the Southeast Peninsula's development will be made by the private 
sector ,outside the control of Government, it is not recommended that 
the GSKN seek to incorporate within the SEP planning framework an 
expansion or replication of the Frigate Bay Development Corporation 
model. Rather, it is our conclusion that Government can best assist 
Peninsula development by: 

building the road 
streamlining incentives for guiding private 
sector investment 
promoting the Peninsula as an asset with 
development potential for the country 
mobilizing public support for the national goals 
associated with the Peninsula's development 
providing a framework for Peninsula development 
which minimizes adverse impacts 
managing the Peninsula's environment to ensure 
sustainable use for generations to come. 

B.2.3 Alternative Model for Development Control 

The adoption of a Land Use Management Plan for the Southeast Peninsula 
is a prerequisite to USAID funding for road construction (Memorandum 
of Understanding betwen USA and GSKN, 1985). While both the private 
and public sector are supportive of overall objectives for development 
of the Peninsula, neither sector has, as yet, set forth a comprehen
sive conceptual framework for SEP development. Thoughout the inter
view phase of the current project, both groups displayed little evi
dence that adequate consideration had been given to, for example, the 
"style" of tourism planned for the Peninsula. This is not entirely 
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unexpected, however, since GSKN is awaiting presentation of the cur
rent Land Use Management Plan before moving ahead with substantive 
policy considerations; while SEP landownership is fragmented among 
scattered individuals and corporations with varying degrees of inter
est in investment/development options for their individual parcels. 

At a meeting held with landowners and a Government representative 
(March 1986), landowners asserted that a favourable investment climate 
exists for Peninsula development (contingent, of course, on building 
the road). There was, however, no indication that landowners had 
reached any kind of informal consensus concerning such issues as pace 
of development, style of tourism, optimum scale, reducing environ
mental impacts, or marketing targets. This is perhaps not unreason
able at this early stage of development planning, but it does point to 
the usefulness of the Land Use Management Plan as a focusing devise 
to, in effect, force discussion of critical policy, investment and 
promotion concerns. 

Government, too, lacks a consensus regarding the kind of tourism de
velopment sought for St. Kitts, e.g., "compound tourism," as repre
sented by the Jack Tarr Village experience at Frigate Bay, is not 
universally regarded as the "appropriate" direction for the island. 
Nevertheless, Government and the landowners are in agreement that 
whatever the scale of tourism development identified for the Penin
sula, it must not be out of phase with the capacity of the country to 
absorb the potential impacts. As stated by one SEP landowner, "We 
must have development built to fit the place" (landowners meeting with 
IRF team, 21/03/86). How this is to happen in the absence of a con
sensus remains an unresolved, but critical question -- particularly 
since, as stated in a recent issue of "Caribbean Tourism" (CTRC, 
1986), the importance of cooperation in tourism between the public and 
private sectors can be demonstrated at a national level elsewhere in 
the Caribbean. 

In order to provide an organisational framework for consideration of 
land use options and for reaching consensus on a formal Land Use Man
agement Plan, it is recommended that a Southeast Peninsula Development 
Board be created by enactment of appropriate enabling legislation. 
The Board should be established, with operating rules and regulations, 
to accomplish the following functional objectives: 

• To provide a forum for public/private sector 
discussion on land use and development options 
for the Southeast Peninsula; 

• To make recommendations to Government regarding 
adoption of an official Land Use Management Plan 
for the Southeast Peninsula based on the guidelines 
suggested in this report and in the antecedent 
Environmental Assessment Report; 
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• To stimulate interest in the Peninsula as a new tourist 
destination by promoting both the larger interests of 
the State and the particular interests of the land
owners and developers; 

• To review development applications for the Peninsula 
and to issue an endorse/reject sign-off on each. 

The initial task of the Board will be to prepare and submit recom
mendations to Government on a development strategy for the Peninsula, 
using as a benchmark for its deliberations the guidelines suggested in 
both this report and in the earlier Environmental Assessment Report. 
The objective is to reach agreement by the public and private sectors 
on specific details to be incorporated into an official Southeast Pen
insula Land Use and Development Plan. That Plan will consist of both 
land use maps and policy guidelines which should control overall de
velopment for the Peninsula. 

Following adoption of an official Land Use and Development Plan, the 
Board will function as the body responsible to the Minister of Devel
opment for implementation of objectives set forth in the Plan. The 
Board will review all development applications for the Peninsula which 
must meet the criteria for land use defined in the official Southeast 
Peninsula Land Use and Development Plan. Each project proposal will 
receive an endorse or reject sign-off by the Board before the applica
tion is forwarded to the Minister, who provides final approval. 

It is recommended that the Board be comprised of nine members ap
pointed by Cabinet, with the following specific composition: 

1/3 Government representatives 
1/3 SEP landowners 
1/3 private citizens, non-government persons. 

Government representatives should be from ministries or departments 
most directly involved with Peninsula development, e.g., Ministry of 
Labour and Tourism, Attorney General's Office, Planning Office, 
Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Communications and Works. 

With respect to landowner representation, it is recommended that one 
of the three appointments be reserved for a "small" landholder, with 
definition of this designation to be provided in the enabling legis
lation. 

It is recommended that the non-government positions be filled by 
senior persons with appropriate technical and'professional skills, 
such as an architect or engineer, a representative of the business or 
banking community, an attorney and, if possible, an individual with 
an environmental affairs background. Individuals should be selected 
for their professional skills and/or independent perspective and 
record of community leadership. 

(f1.e.v-we.d) 
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To guard against disproportionate influence being exerted by any in
dividual or group of individuals serving on the Board, it is suggested 
that the term of office for private sector representatives be limited 
to two years. Consideration might also be given to periodic rotation 
of the public sector Board members. The chairperson of the Board 
should be appointed by Cabinet from among the private sector members 
of the Board. 

Over time, as the level of Peninsula development activity increases, 
it may be necessary for the SEP Development Board to acquire an in
dependent secretariat, including professional staff. However, during 
initial stages of Peninsula development, it is recommended that the 
staff of the Planning Office serve as the Board's secretariat. This 
assistance will be particularly useful during the initial phases of 
Board activities when the establishment of procedural requirements, 
building guidelines, regulatory mechanisms, etc. will be time con
suming and warrant professional input by experienced specialists. 

In addition to establishment of the Southeast Peninsula Development 
Board, it is recommended that Peninsula landowners give consideration 
to formation of a "Landowners Association." Such a body would serve 
to consolidate and project more coherent private sector development 
policy positions and would also provide the means for property holders 
to work together in promoting issues of common concern (e.g., imple
mentation of a reforestation plan, roadside maintenance, overseas 
marketing, etc.) 

B.3 QUALITY CONTROL AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

The World Commission on Environment and Development emphasises in its 
1985 Mandate for Change what it terms "the mutually supportive rela
tionship between environment and development," noting that experience 
has repeatedly demonstrated the short, medium and long term environ
mental effects of development activities -- whether such impacts have 
been negative or positive. Further, the Commission writes: 

.•. when it comes to the environment and develop
ment ••. to anticipate and prevent what may occur in 
the future is a more secure and more cost-effective 
approach than the present focus on reaction and cure 
[for] the 'react and cure' approach can lead to ir
reversible effects. 

With respect to the poorer, developing countries of the world, the 
report stresses that they -- unlike richer, industrialized nations 
are not in a position to afford after-the-fact, react-and-cure stra
tegies. It is, therefore, even more imperative for developing nations 
such as St. Kitts and Nevis to look to before-the-fact, anticipate
and-prevent strategies during the planning or design phases of major 
development activities when the react-and-cure approach can best be 
avoided. 
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For the Frigate Bay Development Project, the Government of St. Kitts 
and Nevis established more rigorous guidelines to regulate development 
activities under the jurisdiction of the FBDC. However, as noted 
above (Section B.2.2), this experiment with tighter control procedures 
extends only to the man-made features of Frigate Bay, with significant 
degradation of the natural resource base already becoming apparent 
(Towle, et al., 1985). Clearly, if the Frigate Bay Project is to 
serve as an example, upgrading the institutional capacity of Govern
ment to deal with environmental management is required. Intervention 
by Government to protect, enhance, and regulate the environment is 
openly acknowledged by Southeast Peninsula landowners as a responsi
bility of the public sector (landowners meeting with IRF team, 
21/03/86), but this will require more systematic intervention by 
professionally trained personnel to meet the environmental challenge 
posed by projected SEP development. 

B.3.1 Implementation of the Land Use Management Plan: Management 
Considerations 

Upon adoption of the Land Use Management Plan for the Southeast Penin
sula (which is linked to the Environmental Protection Plan outlined 
earlier in the SEP Environmental Assessment Report [1986]), the Gov
ernment of St. Kitts and Nevis will have in hand a considerable body 
of planning information related to the environment of the Peninsula 
and to the monitoring of projected impacts upon its resource base. 
How effectively the environmental guidelines and development framework 
presented in the Assessment Report and Land Use Plan are translated 
from planning documents to an operational programme will depend on the 
management capabilities of the public sector. 

Unfortunately, the institutional framework for implementation of na
tional or sectoral plans remains weak in the Caribbean (World Bank, 
1983). Characterized by an insufficient data base, shortage of well
trained staff, inadequate cooperation among government agencies, and 
even poorer links between planning and budgeting offices, the institu
tional capacities of Caribbean governments need to be strengthened if 
plans are to be effectively linked to policy mandates, institutional 
structures, action-oriented decision-making, and~orderly growth. 

This is not entirely a question of providing additional resources for 
agencies charged with plan implementation. It is also important for 
public managers to identify and employ strategies which integrate 
planning with public policy decision-making (World Bank, 1983). Im
plementing the Land Use Plan and Environmental Protection Programme 
for the Southeast Peninsula can help accomplish this broader objective 
by: (1) mobilizing public support for national planning and land use 
goals and (2) providing a framework within which Government can im
prove inter-departmental coordination, expand information exchange 
networks, and upgrade technical skill levels. 
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8.3.2 Management System Alternatives 

Several administrative arrangements are available to the Government of 
St. Kitts and Nevis in institutionalizing oversight responsibilities 
for land use and environmental management functions relative to the 
Peninsula. A few of the more obvious, including the strengths and 
weakness of each, are: 

(1) Concentration of authority and responsibili
ties in a traditional line ministry. The economies of 
scale associated with any centralising arrangement will 
ensure optimization of limited resources. Further, 
programmes located within line ministries are more 
likely to survive institutionally over time. However, 
the vested interests of an entrenched bureaucracy, 
particularly in the classically hierarchical admin
istrative structure of Eastern Caribbean governments, 
may impede development of a new agency since such 
interests are traditionally reluctant to share power 
and suspicious of change. 

(2) Creation of a semi-autonomous body within a 
national ministry. The strength of such an agency is 
proportional to the support it enjoys at the national 
level. While its semi-autonomous status enhances its 
flexibility (in comparison to a traditional government 
body), the agency's mission will usually have a lesser 
priority within its home ministry by virtue of the fact 
that it is not an integral part of the "system." 

(3) Establishment of an inter-ministerial co
ordinating body. The creation of an integrative net
work of persons from various departments concerned with 
a common problem constitutes an alternative approach to 
administering a programme or executing policy without 
having to make the adjustments necessary when new bod
ies are created. The problem with such an approach, 
however, is that members of the coordinating "council" 
often find it difficult to establish a new level of 
institutional loyalty, and their continued ties to 
originating departments impede the effectiveness of the 
coordinating, integrative function. 

(4) Concentration of authority in a new or exist
ing unit of government and creation of an interagency 
council to support that unit. This approach combines 
many of the strengths of the alternatives suggested in 
1-3. For example, while existing agencies will be re
luctant to support a new or sister agency if it means a 
loss of function, the formation of an integrative, 
oversight body will tend to lessen such apprehensions. 
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Nevertheless, the overall effectiveness of the strategy 
will be dependent on the political will of the national 
government to support the executing agency and to give 
substantive responsibilites to the coordinating 
council. 

It is recommended that the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis select 
the latter approach for implementation of an environmental protection 
programme for the Peninsula. It is further recommended that a new arm 
of the Planning Office be created for this purpose, to be known as the 
Environmental Management Unit (EMU), and that the oversight, monitor
ing, regulating, and enforcement responsibilities of that Unit be 
strengthened by establishment of an inter-departmental coordination 
council comprised of appropriate technical persons from other govern
ment agencies. 

B.3.3 Environmental Management Unit (EMU) 

Generally speaking, governments tend to make only marginal adjustments 
in existing institutions when initiating new programmes or executing 
new policies. This bias in the case of Eastern Caribbean governments 
derives largely from traditional theories of public administration 
which dominated the colonial period. A continuing emphasis on cen
tralised structures, control functions, and presciptive efficiency has 
contributed to bureaucratic preferences which often discourage change 
or innovation. Reluctance to delegate authority or take initiative 
impedes institutionalization of new programmes or policy directions. 

At present, the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis recognises the need 
to expand its responsibilities with respect to management and protec
tion of the physical and natural resource base of the country. At the 
same time it is cautious about overextending its functions beyond cur
rent financial and technical capabilities. It is recognized that such 
cautionary concerns might impede the effectiveness of any agency as
suming environmental management responsibilities. Therefore, it is 
important that the designated authority be placed within that Govern
ment unit which can at present best meet the following requirements 
while demonstrating a capability to ultimately expand its functions: 

- able to efficently draw upon existing expertise and 
presently functional channels of communication and 
information flows (both formal and informal), 

- be the least intrusive or "threatening" to 
collabDrative agencies during its developing years, 

- possess sufficient institutional leverage to ensure 
timely implementation of its mandate, 

- have access to adequate resources to carry out its 
designated responsibilities. 
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It is also important that the task assignments of the new EMU be de
fined so as to allow for an incremental expansion of Government's 
capacity to cope with accelerated management and regulatory functions. 
Therefore, at least initially, EMU responsibilities should focus on 
the Southeast Peninsula. Specifically, the Environmental Management 
Unit, as an operational unit of the Planning Office, should: 

• Serve as the Government's technical advisory arm 
for environmental affairs; 

• Assist other Planning Office personnel in estab
lishing procedures for the submission and review 
of development applications for Peninsula projects, 
including compliance standards for EIA's; 

• Prepare technical evaluations of develop-
ment applications, especially of Environmental 
Impact Assessments, to ensure conformity with 
standards established in the Land Use Plan; 

• Solicit, as appropriate, input from other 
Government departments in the review of 
development applications and impact assess
ments; 

• Assist the Planning Office in preparing recom
mendations on Peninsula development applications 
for forwarding to the Minister; 

• Monitor construction of development projects 
on the Peninsula and enforce compliance with 
building standards and environmental protection 
regulations established in the Land Use Plan; 

• Provide technical advice and assistance to the 
Development Board when so requested. 

While the newly created (1984) Ministry of Natural Resources and the 
Environment is seemingly the logical ministry to house the EMU, it is 
not yet fully established or functional (nor are there any firm indi
cations that this will change in the near future). This Ministry will 
perhaps eventually perform overall environmental management functions 
in St. Kitts and Nevis. However, until a decision is made by Govern
ment to define both the mandate and the administrative structure of 
the Ministry and because the environmental oversight requirements as
sociated with development of the Southeast Peninsula are more immedi
ate, it is recommended that an Environmental Management Unit be estab
lished immediately and that this agency be in place prior to commence
ment of road construction. 

(Jtev.wedJ 
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The Unit should initially be placed within the Planning Office, which 
has been the lead Government liaison agency with USAID for funding of 
the Peninsula road and regarding overall development of the area. The 
location of the EMU within Planning will thus provide continuity from 
the planning to project implementation phases of Peninsula develop
ment. While its responsibilities will initially focus on the South
east Peninsula, they could extend eventually to the entire country by 
a relocation of its functions from the Planning Office to the Ministry 
of Natural Resources and the Environment. 

It might be argued that placement of the EMU within Planning will di
minish the importance of its functions. Traditionally planning agen
cies are often by-passed in government decision-making processes (un
less they are established within the Ministry of Finance with crucial 
linkages to budgetary functions). Planning agencies tend to become 
advisory in nature, particularly when their attempts to plan in an 
orderly fashion are regularly over-ruled or ignored by Cabinet-level 
decisions. To overcome this tendency, it is important for planning 
units to recognize the functional yet critical position they occupy in 
government as the repository of information, in this case information 
on effective management of the environment. The availability of 
crucial information and the ability to act on that information in a 
timely and competent manner are, in effect, tools by which a planning 
agency enlarges its capacity to influence policy-level decisions. For 
this to occur in St. Kitts and Nevis with respect to the EMU, however, 
several prerequisite changes are essential. 

For example, at the present time the role of the Planning Office is 
not entirely clear regarding SEP development activities. Planning 
shares certain technical responsibilities with the Central Housing 
Authority (CHA) for review of building applications and monitoring of 
provisions contained in the Building Ordinance and Land Development 
Ordinance. However, this informal division of effort which has e
volved over time is an ad hoc one, rather than one prescribed by law. 
Both agencies are located within the Ministry of Agriculture, Lands, 
Housing and Development, and the Permanent Secretary of that Ministry 
designates technical review functions between the two agencies. Per
sonnel at both Planning and CHA assert that good control has been 
maintained and respective staffs work well together, despite the am
biguity of mandate (personal communications, March 1986). 

Secondly, input by technical units within Government in the consider
ation of development plans is not a formalized procedure at present. 
The Land Development (Control) Ordinance requires that the Minister of 
Development approve plans for "development of land in the State." 
Presumably when development plans affect the tourism sector, the Min
istry of Tourism and Labour becomes part of the decision-making pro
cess. However, technical input by appropriate government units in the 
review of development plans has not been guaranteed through enactment 
of rules and regulations which would (1) standardize development ap
plication procedures or (2) require technical staff recommendations 
prior to application approval. 
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This situation is subject to change in the near future. Adoption by 
Government of a Land Use Management Plan for the Southeast Peninsula, 
supported by environmental impact assessment procedures and establish
ment of an Environmental Management Unit within the Planning Office 
will provide an appropriate administrative framework to achieve the 
environmental goals and integrated development strategy proposed for 
the Peninsula. It will also establish the institutional structure and 
operational procedures for improving, over time, the overall resource 
management capabilities of the public sector. 

However, as has been pointed out elsewhere (USAID/NPS, 1981), effec
tive operation of natural resource management programmes by govern
ments requires public sector consensus as to general objectives, suf
ficient political will to support those objectives, and skillful com
munication of programme goals to the mass of people. There is little 
point in determining land management policies or environmental protec
tion standards, from both a conservation and economic standpoint, un
less the political and social means are available to carry these out. 
This will require close liaison among government leaders at the Cab
inet level, coordination of environmental activities at the technical 
level, and contact with non-government "user" groups who are impacted 
by governmental regulation of the resource base. 

8.3.4 Inter-Departmental Coordination 

It is recommended that the oversight, monitoring, and enforcement re
sponsibilities of the Environmental Management Unit be strengthened by 
establishment of an inter-departmental coordination body, to be known 
as the "Technical Review Council." 

The creation of the Environmental Management Unit as the focal point 
for regulatory activities will not eliminate the need for other coor
dinating mechanisms within Government. The responsibilities of the 
EMU will not fit neatly into a single agency organisational chart, for 
implementation of a comprehensive environmental protection programme 
for the Peninsula crosses sector boundaries (including the technical 
concerns of the Planning Office, Fisheries Unit, Public Works, Central 
Housing Authority, Ministry of Education, etc.). Implementation re
sponsibility should focus on the EMU but will be strenghtened if an 
inter-departmental council is created to encourage an information ex
change, sharing of technical expertise, cross-sectoral training activ
ities, and pooling of data. Inter-agency cooperation of this type 
will be particularly important as the pace of development for the 
Peninsula increases and Government is confronted with a series of ap
plications for development projects, each requiring technical review 
of the prerequisite Environmental Impact Assessment. 

In effect, the Technical Review Council represents an extension of the 
technical expertise of the Planning Office/Environmental Management 
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Unit, and its establishment will help to ensure that development 
projects for the Peninsula: 

(1) meet Government guidelines and standards; 

(2) are technically and environmentally sound; 

(3) do not overload the capacity of present 
systems to cope with Peninsula growth; 

(4) have no hidden, long-range costs to the State; 

(5) are compatible with other Government goals and 
projects. 

The Council also represents a logical extension of the Technical Re
source Committees established by Government to assist Island Resources 
Foundation in the preparation of the Environmental Assessment Report 
and the Land Use Management Plan. A precedent has been set for the 
Planning Office to make use of an inter-departmental organisational 
structure to coordinate technical functions relative to the Peninsula, 
and this should be continued through all phases of Peninsula develop
ment. 

It is recommended that the Technical Review Council consist of repre
sentatives from the following agencies, with the Director of Planning 
(or his assistant) serving as Chairperson of the Council: 

Ministry of Tourism and Labour 
Physical Planning Unit 
Central Housing Authority 
Fisheries Unit 
Ministry of Education, Health and Community Affairs 
(for coordination of environmental health issues and 
establishment of an Environmental Education Programme) 

Ministry of Communications, Works and Public Utilities 
(specifically representatives of the Electricity Department, 
Water Department, and Public Works Department) 

Agriculture Department (specifically the Forestry Division) 
Police Department. 

Membership on the Council should be expanded when additional input 
from appropriate Government personnel is required, for example, a park 
specialist when the proposed National Park Legislation becomes opera
tional, a representative from the Port Authority (for marina issues), 
or from the Frigate Bay Development Corporation. The Planning Office 
should have authority to coopt expertise from other Government depart
ments when such assistance is required for review of Environmental Im
pact Assessments. 

Regular meetings of the Council should be convened, and procedures 
should be established for its functional operations. This body will 
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also have responsibility to review SEP development applications, to 
establish "conditions" of a technical nature to accompany the propos
al, and to issue a formal endorse/reject sign-off on proposals when 
forwarding its recommendations to the EMU/Planning Office. Perhaps 
more formalized working agreements between units of Government might 
be developed to include resolution procedures when conflicts arise and 
an accountability and archiving structure to reduce redundancy and 
enhance access to information. 

The need for responsible departments to understand and utilize co
ordination functions is particularly important when regulatory pro~ 
cesses have not previously been centralised or when overall monitoring 
authorities are spread among several departments (as will continue to 
be the case in St. Kitts and Nevis since, for example, fisheries regu
lations will not be enforced by the Planning Office). Yet, generally 
speaking in the Eastern Caribbean, there has been no strong impulse 
within government bureaucracies to build cross-linkages with related 
or complementary activities of other agencies or management units. 
Further, when attempts are made to build bridges within a bureaucratic 
structure where such links had not been formed previously, the result 
has often been confusion and an atmosphere of suspicion rather than 
cooperation (see Towle, J. and E., 1985). 

Lead agencies must, therefore, be responsive to such apprehensions 
about the "control factor" buried within any coordinating activity. 
It is important to identi fy incentives which ensure the ready partici
pation of collaborating agencies and persons who otherwise associate 
coordination with externalized control and loss of function. For ex
ample, if responsibilities related to serving on the Technical Review 
Council are viewed by participants as competitive, distracting or time 
consuming, their cooperation will be marginal. If on the other hand 
participants identify a vested self-interest in such activities (i.e., 
access to information or expertise, involvement in training pro
grammes, etc.), they are more likely constructively to take on the 
additional responsibilities. Further, as the Technical Review Council 
broadens its horizons to include a broader range of activities associ
ated with environmental management and this expanded perspective pro
duces a net benefit to the Planning Office, such positive experiences 
should make the Planning Unit and its parent ministry more amenable to 
taking additional steps toward integrated management strategies for 
the entire country (see Sorenson, et al., 1984). 

B.3.5 Training Requirements 

Discussions with the Government Training Officer (Hobson, personal 
communication, March 1986) confirm that there are at present no per
sons from St. Kitts and Nevis involved in training programmes off
island in areas of environmental management related to the long-term 
development needs of the Peninsula. Further, only one person now as
sociated with Government (other than external consultants) has formal 
training or expertise in environmental impact assessment review pro-

(Jte.vi6e.d) 
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cedures. Finally, representatives of Government are somewhat overly 
optimistic about the capacity of the public sector to assume new and 
technically sophisticated management responsibilities for the envi
ronment without serious upgrading of current skills levels. 

However, public officials have stated that should Government identify 
"environmental management" as a priority area for training (stimulated 
by proposed development plans for the Southeast Peninsula), then in 
the normal course of events an appropriate Ministry would incorporate 
this priority within its recommendations to the Government Training 
Office, and persons would be identified and selected for appropriate 
training programmes and activities. The new Centre for Resource Man
agement and Environmental Studies (including a Coastal Zone Management 
Programme) at the Cave Hill Campus of the University of the West 
Indies is an obvious professional training possibility for Kittitians 
or Nevisians. 

For the immediate future (i.e., perhaps the next two years during road 
construction and initial phases of hotel development on the Penin
sula), Government should consider execution of on-island, short-term, 
customised and incremental training activities which would not neces
sitate the extended absence of trainees to attend external programmes 
or courses of study. Over the long-term, a combination of the two 
approaches might be most practical i.e., implementation of immediate, 
on-island training activities coupled with professional training for 
one or two persons at the UWI Centr~ for Resource Management and 
Environmental Studies, or its equivalent. 

Whichever options are chosen, funding for such training activities 
would need to be identified and provided by a donor or international 
aid agency. Once this has been confirmed, the establishment and 
training of the EMU must be assigned a priority status by Government. 
The present Planning Office cannot with its current level of staffing, 
technical skills and facilities provide the guidance and monitoring 
needed if development of the Southeast Peninsula is to be accomplished 
in an efficient and environmentally sensitive manner. 
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PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ISSUES RELATED TO THE 
SOUTHEAST PENINSULA: LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATIONS 

C.l INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to recommendations made in the Environmental Assessment Re
port (February 1986), members of the Land Use Management Planning Team 
continued to assist the GSKN Attorney General's Office in preparing 
legislation focusing on the long-term environmental management and 
resource development needs of the Southeast Peninsula. A progress 
report with recommendations concerning priority areas still to be 
addressed or further refined follows. The reader is also referred to 
Section 5 of this report which outlines suggested institutional 
changes which may require legislative action and to Appendix E of the 
Southeast Peninsula Environmental Assessment Report which summarises 
existing legislation relating to the environment. 

Proposed or extant legislation reviewed as part of the current study 
includes the following, some of which focuses specifically on the 
Peninsula but the majority of which encompasses the planning or re
source management needs of the entire country: 

(1) Planning Legislation for the Southeast Peninsula 
(proposed) 

(2) Marine Pollution Prevention Act (proposed) 
(3) Fisheries Regulations (pursuant to the Fisheries Act of 

1984) 
(4) National Park and Historic Sites Act (proposed) 
(5) Comprehensive Environmental Protection Legislation for 

St. Kitts and Nevis (under discussion) 
(6) Beach Control Ordinance 
(7) Forestry Ordinance 
(8) Wild Birds Protection Ordinance. 

C.2 PROPOSED PLANNING LEGISLATION FOR THE SOUTHEAST PENINSULA 

C.2.1 Current Status 

The Attorney General's Office has drafted legislation which creates a 
planning mechanism for Southeast Peninsula development. The draft 
provides for acquisition of land for public purposes on the Peninsula, 
using land values existing prior to development of the penetration 
road. It gives the Planning Office authority to oversee regulatory 
functions connected with the Peninsula's environment. 

The draft act made available to the LUMP team for review (in April 
1986) provides a preliminary institutional framework for SEP planning 
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activities, 
ernment and 
to serve in 
assistance. 
Peninsula. 

including creation of a "Policy Board" comprised of gov
non-government representatives. A technical committee is 
an advisory capacity to provide the Board with technical 

The authority of both bodies would extend only to the 

C.2.2 Recommendations 

Based on the institutional analysis provided as Appendix B of the Land 
Use Management Plan, it is recommended that the structure for the 
Policy Board and Technical Committee outlined in the current draft 
provide for: 

(i) creation of a Southeast Peninsula Development 
Board as per section 2.2 of Appendix B; 

(ii) creation of the Environmental Management Unit within 
the Planning Office as per section 3.3 of Appendix B; 

(iii) creation of an inter-departmental Technical Review Council 
as per section 3.4 of Appendix B. 

It is further recommended that the draft legislation: 

(iv) should address both planning and development concerns, 
e.g., "Land Development and Conservation Act;" 

(v) should incorporate by reference the Southeast Peninsula 
Land Use Plan, as eventually adopted by Government, as the 
regulatory framework to guide and direct development activi
ties for the Peninsula; 

(vi) should provide for a broad decision-making base by vesting 
responsibility for the review of development applications 
in three bodies: the Technical Review Council, the Planning 
Office, and the SEP Development Board; each body will issue 
a formal endorse/reject sign-off on development proposals 
and will forward its recommendations to the Minister of De
velopment who will issue the final determination; 

(vii) should define responsibilities of the Development Board, 
Environmental Management Unit, and Technical Review 
Council, includihg clarification of enforcement proce
dures where appropriate; 

(viii) should provide the means for development of a Southeast 
Peninsula Environmental Protection and Management Policy 
with enforceable rules and regulations for the same; 

(ix) should outline requirements which standardize sub
mission of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA's) to 

(J1.e.VM e.d) 
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accompany SEP land development applications; EIA reg
ulations should include but not be limited to a defini
tion of types of projects to be covered by EIA procedures; 
delineation of minimum building standards; setting forth 
of EIA review procedures; provision for appeal mechanisms. 

C.2.3 Long-Term Considerations 

Implementation of planning and development legislation for the Penin
sula should not overshadow the eventual need to strengthen the overall 
planning framework for the country, particularly with reference to en
vironmental protection concerns. The eventual integration of Penin
sula specific legislation under the umbrella of more comprehensive na
tional planning legislation should be an option available to Govern
ment under the terms of the proposed Peninsula legislation. It is im
portant that, over the long-term, the Government provide an integrated 
environmental protection and management strategy within a national 
framework, once an experience base has been established and tested for 
the Southeast Peninsula. 

C.3 MARINE POLLUTION PREVENTION ACT 

C.3.1 Current Status 

A revised draft of this legislation has been prepared by the Attorney 
General's Office (with clerical assistance provided under the LUMP 
project) and is currently undergoing review. 

C.3.2 Recommendations (Detailed recommendations were provided by the 
Legal Advisor to the LUMP team to the Attorney General's Office 
in mid-April.) 

The current draft focuses largely (and adequately) on marine oil pol
lution (oil spills) and needs a separate, strengthened section on 
land-based sources of marine pollution (as per the Cartagena Conven
tion). The regime for controlling land-based sources does not, at 
present, have a sufficiently strong or precise regulatory framework. 
Specific issues relevant to Southeast Peninsula development include 
permitting and establishment of qualitative and quantitative discharge 
"limits," controls, penalties and fee systems, as appropriate, regard
ing sewage outfalls, vessel (yacht) waste discharges (including trash 
and sewage), water-borne sediments (generated by upland soil distur
bance), waste engine oils, marina wastes, chemicals (especially pes
ticides), and abandoned, beached or sunken vessels. A discharge 
permit system is needed. 
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C.3.3 Long-Term Considerations 

The technical competence and facilities needed for administering both 
the IMO and Cartagena aspects of this programme are high and will re
quire trained laboratory and compliance monitoring technicians (none 
are available at the present time). The needs of the State, however, 
require an immediate long-term education and training effort for se
lected nationals: one environmental (marine) engineer and one water 
quality chemist. 

C.4 FISHERIES REGULATIONS 

C.4.1 Current Status 

Revised draft regulations have been prepared by the Attorney General's 
Office (with clerical assistance provided under the LUMP project). 
General comments were submitted by the LUMP team; only one further 
revision should be considered before the regulations can be finalised, 
presuming inclusion of the additional recommendations provided below. 

C.4.2 Recommendations 

(i) Marine Reserves (as distinct from temporarily "closed 
areas") - The current draft does not contain adequate regulations for 
marine reserves (or permanently protected areas). However, once pro
posed sites for such reserves in the waters surrounding the Southeast 
Peninsula are firmly identified and profiled and consideration has 
been given to permitted uses and surrounding activities, regulations 
for the creation and management of marine reserves should be provided 
-- either under the Fisheries Act or the proposed National Parks Act 
(see below). 

(ii) Closed Areas - The fisheries regulations should include 
clear authority to establish "closed areas," as distinguished from 
marine reserves. Such designation may change from time to time and is 
restricted to the management requirements of the designated species. 
Section 15 of the draft regulations mentions "closed areas" (sub
section 5) but does not clarify how such areas are to be established. 
There is no mention of the closed areas provision under Section 13 
(Lobster) and should be added. 

At the present time, it is recommended that a closed fishing area for 
conch be declared for at least two years to include all of the shelf 
area enclosed by a line extending west from the southern end of 
Friar's Bay South to the 100 fathom submarine contour and northwest
erly along that contour to its intersection with a line extending due 
west from Fort Thomas Point. This area contains many juvenile conch 
and a substantial breeding population. Further, the area can easily 
be monitored by the Coast Guard. As the remaining portion of the 
coast has ample resources to meet needs of local fishermen, the pro-
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posed regulation should not exert undue hardship on harvesting activi
ties. The regulations should stipulate that closed areas may be ro
tated from time to time to include other locations (or species). 

Major's Bay should be "closed" for two years to lobster and seine 
fishing by a line drawn tangent to both promontories (Nag's Head and 
Banana Point), for the express purpose of experimentally managing the 
area as a protected nursery area for juvenile lobsters and fish. 

(iii) Spear fishing Control - Except in any proposed marine re
serve areas (e.g., Guana Point), spear fishing need not be prohibited 
at this time, but certain restrictions are needed. The Fisheries 
Regulations should prohibit the import or use of spearguns by non
residents (i.e., tourists). In addition, renting, using, or promoting 
the use of spearguns for financial gain or reward should also be 
prohibited. (See also Appendix G of this report.) 

C.4.3 Long-Term Considerations 

Both proposed closed areas should be considered "temporary" and "ex
perimental" fisheries management strategies. As data accumulates from 
ongoing research and monitoring, boundaries may require adjustments 
and the target "protected species" or prohibited activities expanded, 
reduced or eliminated at a later date. 

C.S NATIONAL PARKS AND HISTORIC SITES ACT 

C.S.l Current Status 

Pursuant to recommendations made in the Environmental Assessment Re
port and following additional meetings (March-April 1986) with re
presentatives of Government and from the Brimstone Hill Society, the 
legal advisor to the IRF Land Use Planning Team prepared detailed re
commendations concerning proposed enactment of national parks legisla
tion and followed up with presentation of a preliminary draft act 
("The National Parks and Historic Sites Act") which was made available 
to the Attorney General's Office, the Planning Office, and the Brim
stone Hill Society for review and comments. 

It is important that follow-up discussions of the draft and the re
vision process be given high priority by Government since the South
east Peninsula Land Use Management Plan makes specific recommendations 
regarding parks and protected areas for the Peninsula and (2) clarifi
cation of Brimstone Hill's status as a proposed national park is un
avoidable in view of the 1986 expiration of the Society's lease with 
Government for management of the historic site. Government has ex
pressed an interest in moving ahead with comprehensive protected areas 
legislation and views current discussions as particularly timely 
(Seaton, personal communications). 
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C.5.2 Recommendations 

Prior to making specific recommendations to Government regarding na
tional parks legislation, a review of approaches used elsewhere in the 
Eastern Caribbean was carried out by the LUMP team, with due consid
eration given to the particular needs of St. Kitts and Nevis. For 
example, St. Lucia has created a national trust framework to give pro
tected status to both natural and historic sites. Antigua/Barbuda has 
developed a National Parks Authority to manage park areas, while 
Dominica's national parks structure gives management responsibilities 
to the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry Division. 

However, two private sector, non-government groups (the Brimstone Hill 
Society and the Nevis Historical and Conservation Society) have some 
demonstrated capacity as well as an interest in development of a 
national programme for the protection and management of natural and 
cultural sites. The possibility, therefore, exists for St. Kitts and 
Nevis to use already established organisations for defined management 
roles while also developing the necessary oversight capacity within 
Government. 

The draft legislation presented to Government incorporated the follow
ing specific considerations: 

(i) The parks system should be comprised of both terrestrial and 
marine areas and should include areas of natural and ecological impor
tance as well as sites of historical and cultural value. 

(ii) The country's natural and cultural resources needing pro
tective status generally fall into two broad management categories: 

(a) relatively small areas requiring strict pro
tection (e.g., dunes, wildlife nesting and 
breeding areas, historic buildings); 

(b) other larger areas or cluster of areas to be con
trolled by employment of management objectives, stra
tegies, and a framework which endeavor to protect 
natural, physical, scenic and/or cultural values 
for sustained multiple uses (e.g., Mt. Liamuiga, 
Brimstone Hill, the Southeast Peninsula's protected 
areas). 

(iii) To meet international standards and criteria for inclusion 
in the United Nations List of National Parks and Equivalent Reserves, 
the primary purpose of selected areas should be conservation. To meet 
international criteria for potential inclusion in the World Heritage 
List of natural or cultural sites of international importance (which 
might apply to Brimstone Hill, for example), designated areas need 
adequate legal protection to maintain the integrity of the site's 
natural/cultural features. 
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(iv) Legislation might provide for another management category as 
separate from national park status: resource management areas. Ob
jectives within such areas should be for the purpose of regulating use 
or uses on a sustained yield basis (e.g., slopes, forests, fisheries 
areas). While not meeting criteria for national park designation, 
such "resource management areas" are considered a legitimate protected 
area status using IUCN criteria. As an alternative, such areas could 
be protected within zoning or land use planning controls. In some 
combination, an assemblage of such areas -- as in the case of the 
Southeast Peninsula -- might best be managed collectively by one au
thority, i.e., the Southeast Peninsula Parks Authority, which would 
handle all protected areas and public recreation sites. 

(v) Regulatory powers are needed to control activities within 
each established area. This authority could be delegated by the Min
ister to a competent government office (e.g., the Fisheries Division 
for "marine reserves"), a registered society dedicated to conservation 
objectives (e.g., the Brimstone Hill Society), a private individual 
(where the area is on private land), or an appropriately designated 
board or authority. Whatever approach is preferred, there is need for 
flexibility on a case-by-case basis. A greater degree of flexibility 
will allow for the inclusion of public and private land within the 
parks system and will provide for the immediate establishment of the 
system by using already established bodies while public sector envi
ronmental capabilities are being upgraded to include park management 
skills. (NB. We suggest a St. Kitts and Nevis "National Parks Plan
ning Group" be assembled in the near future to review these various 
options and recommend a course of action to Government.) 

(vi) Legislation for a national parks system should also include 
technical provisions which require a "management plan" for each area 
within the system. Management plans could be relatively simple, de
pending on the objectives and resources of the site, but should as a 
minimum requirement be used to set goals, time schedules, and guide 
regulation of activities. Penalties and enforcement powers are also 
needed. Both police officers and other officers appropriately auth
orised by the Minister (i.e., from the Fisheries Division) could be 
given arrest powers under certain well-defined conditions. 

(vii) The legislative framework for the St. Kitts and Nevis Na
tional Parks and Historic Sites Act will include provisions for the 
incorporation of identified areas within the "system" as these are 
gazetted by the Minister. Designation of the Brimstone Hill National 
Park would be given immediate priority as would areas recommended for 
protected status on the Southeast Peninsula. 

C.S.3 Long-Term Considerations 

In the case of the Peninsula, we foresee the emergence of a Southeast 
Peninsula National Park, whether it is, as recommended elsewhere in 
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this report, the entire Peninsula with clusters of tourism facilities 
inside it, or whether it is a cluster of protected landscape and sea
scape features assembled under the aegis of a yet-to-be-structured 
Southeast Peninsula Parks Authority. In either case, the Peninsula's 
"park areas" or "park" must fit within the embryonic but emerging 
hierarchy of a St. Kitts and Nevis National Park System, along with 
other units like Brimstone Hill (which already is a National Park) or 
Mt. Liamuiga and its forested craters, trails, and peaks (which could 
become a national park). 

The Government of St. Kitts and Nevis has started to move in the di
rection of establishing a national parks system. It already has one 
-- Brimstone Hill. With the Peninsula, it will shortly add another. 
For the time being (and especially in the case of Brimstone Hill), it 
can rely on private sector management as a surrogate. But in the 
long-run, it will need what it does not now have -- a trained, exper
ienced park manager (or management unit) and a well defined set of 
objectives, if only to ensure that conservation goals are being met 
and the national interest well served. 

C.6 COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION LEGISLATION FOR 
ST. KITTS AND NEVIS 

C.6.1 Current Status 

As was noted in the SEP Environmental Assessment Report, legislation 
on the statute books in St. Kitts and Nevis tends to deal with envi
ronmental matters in a traditional manner along sectoral lines. Pre
sently, cross-sectoral mechanisms do not exist in a formal structure. 
Recommendation was made in the EAR for some authority and structure in 
new environmental legislation which would cut across ministerial 
lines. 

Following a site visit to St. Kitts in April (1986), the legal advisor 
to the Land Use Planning Team made a further assessment of the envi
ronmental legislation needs of the country and suggested alternative 
approaches (see C.6.2) for addressing the concerns detailed in the 
Environmental Assessment Report. Additional consultations with the 
staff of the Attorney General's Office, with the Planning Unit and 
with other affected ministries and departments will be necessary to 
design appropriate legislative changes and amendments that integrate 
sectors within a comprehensive protection framework. Further, in 
order to define enforceable environmental standards which are consis
tent with national policy, Government should clarify its national en
vironmental goals within a country-wide framework, taking into account 
also the goals and objectives of individual ministries but integrating 
this into a national strategy. 
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C.6.2 Preliminary Recommendations 

Generally speaking, environmental legislation comes in a variety of 
forms and includes an appropriate mix of pollution control measures 
and natural resource conservation. The range of possibilities for 
specific environmental machinery is broad, depending on the specific 
needs and concerns of each country, varying from establishment of a 
coordinating unit across sectors to creation of a comprehensive imple
mentation unit responsible for technical oversight and enforcement of 
all sector environmental laws and standards. Usually some middle
ground between these two alternatives is most appropriate because a 
mere coordinating unit will lack adequate authority and become only 
advisory in nature, while a comprehensive agency may not be adminis
tratively or economically feasible. 

At the present time the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis is able to 
deal with some coordinating functions (see recommendations for the 
establishment of a Technical Review Council in Section 3.4 of Appendix 
B). The creation of a national physical planning board, with cross
ministerial composition, might also be a means of strengthening the 
country's planning capacity and of providing more effective coordi
nation for implementation of environmental management objectives. 

For the short-term, therefore, it is recommended that Government defer 
on seeking comprehensive environmental legislation and focus on im
proving resource management capacities by systematically adding en
vironmental protection responsibilities and functions to the appro
priate ministerial portfolios. Such assignment should be as specific 
and issue-based as possible, especially in education, agriculture, 
industry, forestry, fisheries, public health, planning. Government 
can thereby encourage a strengthening and growth of institutional 
capabilities without immediate implementation of a new and compre
hensive body of environmental law. As institutional skills at the 
technical level are improved, cross-ministerial sharing of expertise 
on environmental problems will be more easily achieved. While the 
Planning Office especially needs the authority to utilize personnel 
from other departments to address cross-sectoral problems, the prin
ciple also applies in reverse if the state's environmental resources 
are to be well served and properly cared for by Government. All en
vironmental issues cut across ministerial boundaries. 

C.6.3 Long-Term Considerations 

Enactment of land development and conservation legislation for the 
Southeast Peninsula (see C.2 above) will enable Government to gain ex
perience, train personnel, establish guidelines, and test procedures 
within an integrated environmental protection and resource management 
framework. Eventually this experience base can be broadened to en
compass more comprehensive environmental protection legislation for 
the country. 
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C.7 BEACH CONTROL ORDINANCE 

C.7.1 Current Status 

The Beach Control Act vests all foreshore and the floor of the sea in 
Government (Section 3). The limited exceptions to this Government 
ownership apply to Basseterre and Charlestown harbours, agriculture or 
fishing, and other rights existing prior to commencement of the Act 
(Section 10). The "foreshore" is not defined in the law but can be 
read to mean the tidal zone because "adjoining land" to the foreshore 
is defined to mean land extending 50 yards beyond the landward limit 
of the foreshore (Section 2). The Act is clear that except for those 
few exceptions defined, any use or encroachment on the foreshore or 
floor of the sea for a public or business purpose is prohibited with
out a licence from the Minister (Section 4). The Minister, when re
viewing an application for a licence, is required to consider any 
public interest that might need protection in regard to anticipated 
future development of the land adjoining the part of the foreshore in 
which the application is made (Section 5). The Minister is authorised 
to include terms in the licence to protect such interests (Section 5). 
Thus, the Act contains a framework for controlling activities on the 
foreshore of any beach and, to a certain extent, adjoining lands. 

Finally, the Act contains a separate provision for acquisition by Gov
ernment of any adjoining land for use by the public. Government has 
the responsibility to determine public needs and requirements in the 
use of such land (Section 6). Government is authorised to make agree
ments to acquire (or, alternatively, compulsorily acquire) the in
terest in land adjoining the foreshore for public use (Section 7). 

C.7.2 Recommendations 

It is the assessment of the Land Use Planning Team that authority ex
ists under the current Act to address concerns about protection of the 
public interest in development of the Southeast Peninsula's beaches. 
However, it is also clear that the impact of the legislation would be 
strengthened if regulations were in effect which more clearly define 
the control procedures available to Government under the law. The Act 
gives power to make regulations in several areas, including licences, 
fees, sanitation, safety, construction, etc. It is, therefore, recom
mended that the drafting of regulations under the Beach Control Ordin
ance be given priority by Government, certainly prior to commencement 
of building activities on the Peninsula. 

Areas of concern requiring more specific regulations are: 

(i) Permits and leases for facilities on the foreshore 
or seabed (i.e., private docks, jetties, seawalls, 
piers, channels, ramps and pipelines); 
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(ii) Sand mining coastal and marine 

(a) Beach sand - prohibited with severe penalty for 
violation 

(b) Marine seabed sand - allowed by advance permit 
with yardage fee and EIA required; 

(iii) Sand mining -- inland/dune sand 

(a) Allowed in specified area by permit 

(b) EIA required (see Appendix K); 

(iv) Removal of vegetation from beach, berm and dune areas 

(a) Expanded definition of setback area 

(b) Definition of permissible and non-permissible uses 

(c) Fine for violation. 

C.B FORESTRY ORDINANCE 

C.B.l Current Status and Recommendations 

The Organization of American States has recently assigned a forestry 
consultant to St. Kitts for two years to assist in the development of 
a forestry management programme. As goals as well as problems and 
concerns are defined under that project, Government -- through its 
Ministry of Agriculture -- should give attention to appropriate amend
ment of the Forestry Ordinance. 

C.9 WILD BIRD PROTECTION ORDINANCE 

C.9.1 Current Status and Recommendations 

As detailed in the SEP Environmental Assessment Report, this legis
lation requires amendment to (1) update the species lists included 
therein; (2) insure that dates for closed seasons accurately reflect 
nesting periods; (3) increase penalties for violations. Consideration 
should also be given to enactment of a more comprehensive Wildlife 
Protection Act to include mammals and reptiles as well as birds. 
Since opening of the Southeast Peninsula will increase access to the 
area by hunters, egg harvesters, and other visitors, it is important 
that the recommended changes in the wild bird protection law be made 
prior to completion of the road and, further, that adequate enforce
ment procedures are in place. 



APPENDIX D 

UTILITIES AND ROADS 

D.l UTILITIES 

D.l.l Electricity 

The present electric generating capacity in St. Kitts is 8.4 megawatts 
(MW). The peak electrical load for the year is usually experienced 
around Christmas time. For 1984 it reached 5.6 MW, and for 1985 it 
was approximately 6 MW. The electrical generating plant has a number 
of older generators, some of which are periodically down for main
tenance and repair; therefore, as announced by the Prime Minister in 
his 1986 Budget Address, the Electricity Department is seriously con
sidering an upgrade. Electricity demand has grown on the average of 
five to six percent per year, but this figure can be expected to ac
celerate slightly as a consequence of projected hotel and residence 
construction on the Southeast Peninsula. 

The IRF Land Use Planning Team surveyed two hotels to establish a 
working base figure for electricity consumption per hotel room. The 
first hotel investigated, The Ocean Terrace Inn, had 40 rooms and a 
71.8 occupancy figure for the period of time for April 1984 through 
March 1985. The cost of electricity for the 12 months was EC$100,770, 
which at EC29.2 cents per kilowatt hour resulted in a consumption rate 
of 999 kilowatt hours per unit per month. In the case of the second 
hotel, the Jack Tarr Village complex with 234 units for a five-month 
period (October 1985 to February 1986), the average electrical usage 
works out to 790 kilowatt hours per unit per month with a high of 949 
kilowatt hours for the month of October 1985 (hot and dry) and 730 
kilowatt hours for February 1986 (a much cooler, wetter month which 
resulted in lower air conditioning loads). 

Based on discussions with and documents provided by the manager of the 
Electricity Department (GSKN), the following recommendations and cost 
estimates regarding the provision of electrical power to the Southeast 
Peninsula have been developed by the IRF team: 

a) The electrical system would be entirely underground 
with an 11,000 volt feeder line and with outdoor sub
stations stepping the voltage down to 415-240 volts. 
Placing the main feeder line underground has advantages 
from both an aesthetic and maintenance point of view as 
it minimizes the risk of corrosion from salt air and 
from damage due to hurricanes. 

b) The main supply feeder would be taken directly from the 
power station rather than having the circuit added to the 
present Frigate Bay/Pond Estate Industrial Site Feeder. 
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c) Initially, a total of 2500 KVA of transformer capacity 
would be installed on a ring main system at the southern 
end of the Peninsula. 

d) For 800 hotel units on the Peninsula a transmission 
capacity of 2.5 MVA would be required. 

e) An alternative method of supplying the area (which 
could be considered if the initial development is 
concentrated at the southern end of the Peninsula) 
would be for the supply line to be run by a submarine 
cable along the western side of the Penisula. This 
option could also be utilized at a second stage when 
the number of hotel rooms on the Peninsula exceeds the 
capacity of the main line running from Frigate Bay 
down the spine of the Peninsula along the road. 

The proposal to install simultaneously buried water mains, electricity 
and telephone cables during the actual construction of the road needs 
to be considered carefully as the strategy may be difficult to realise 
in practice. Since the telephone company, Skantel, intends to utilize 
pvc ducts through which cables can be run at a later date, electricity 
cables could also be laid in parallel pvc ducts installed in the same 
trenching process. However, this has the serious disadvantage of de
rating or lowering the current capacity of the cables by about 15 per
cent. Furthermore, the relative costs of the ducts is a factor to be 
considered before a decision is reached. 

Each development site on the Peninsula of any significance should be 
required to have emergency generator capacity to be used in the event 
of failure of the main and only feeder line, to run critical lighting, 
water pumps, sewage pumps and emergency systems. 

It is also noted that the average production cost, including equipment 
write-off, for electricity in St. Kitts is presently in the order of 
EC36.75 cents per kilowatt hour. Since the current charge for elec
tricity is EC29.24 cents per kilowatt hour, this means that Government 
is subsidizing all electricity consumption in the amount of approxi
mately EC7.5 cents per kilowatt hour. It is recommended that Govern
ment give consideration to raising the electricity charge for the 
Peninsula to a level sufficient to cover costs. 

Furthermore, since the Peninsula has a very high incidence of sunlight 
(as opposed to cloud cover), it is recommended that mechanisms be put 
in place to encourage if not require all hotel, condominium, residen
tial and commercial development activity on the Peninsula to install 
solar heaters for hot water requirements. These can be easily plumbed 
in series with supplemental, small electric, oil or gas fired back-up 
water heaters for use during occasional cloudy weather. This would be 
especially important if the rate charged by Government for the elec
tricity continues to be less than production costs. At even the pre
sent electricity rate of EC29 cents per KWH, passive solar heater in-
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stalling costs could easily be amortized in under seven years -- pro
bably less. They offer both a high degree of protection against vis
itor dissatisfaction caused by outages and lower total costs to the 
developer in the medium-to-long-term. 

D.l.2 Water Supply 

D.l.2.1 Current Status 

The total average water consumption on St. Kitts is 2.5 mil
lion gallons per day (MGD), for domestic, commercial and industrial 
uses. This is provided by a surface water collection system which is 
drawn principally from the central mountain area and which varies in 
quantity with seasonal changes in rainfall. During periods of low 
rainfall, an estimated deficiency of about 800,000 gallons a day 
occurs. Since the surface water supply has been developed more or 
less to its full capacity, a drilling effort is presently underway by 
the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) designed to make 
up the deficit and provide for long-term growth in demand. The safe 
yield from groundwater resources is estimated, island-wide, at 15 
million gallons per day (MGD), based on a study done by Sir William 
Halcrow and Partners in 1966. The Basseterre Valley itself is es
timated to have a safe yield of 2.5m gallons per day. The Canadian 
investigation should provide an update on these estimates done twenty 
years ago. 

As for the future, assuming a domestic population increase of approxi
mately two percent per annum, the Water Department (GSKN) foresees no 
water supply problems although this does not take into account de
velopment of industrial enterprises with large water demands. The 
Frigate Bay development site, when developed to full capacity, will 
use approximately 1 million gallons per day. At the present time, 
there is a 900,000 (imperial) gallon reservoir system situated on 
Morne Hill, between Bird Rock and Frigate Bay, which is supplied by a 
10-inch main. 

The cost of water production and distribution is EC$1.40/per 1,000 
gallons, and water rates range from 9 cents per 100 gallons per month 
to 18 cents per 100 gallons for usage over 8,000 gallons per month for 
domestic use. For non-domestic use the rate is 15 cents per 100 gal
lons, but this rate is scheduled for a 25% increase as announced in 
the Prime Minister's Budget Address in March, 1986. For 1986, the re
current expenditure budget of the Water Department is EC$905,354. 

D.l.2.2 Southeast Peninsula Water Projections 

For planning purposes we have assumed development of 1,300 
units by year 10 and double that number for year 20, with approximate 
water uses of 400,000 and 800,000 gallons per day respectively. To 
provide for this volume of water, the Water Department projects a need 
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for an 8 mile 10-inch water main from Frigate Bay to the Great South 
Pond area plus 7,000 feet of 6-inch feeder pipe plus the installation 
of a booster station at Frigate Bay and two 1,000,000-gallon reser
voirs. One reservoir would be situated on Sir Timothy Hill and the 
other in the South Pond area at a high enough elevation for gravity 
flow to the users on the southern end of the Peninsula. 

The cost estimates for the above system, provided by the Water De
partment, are as follows: 

Watermain 10" (Permastram), Coupling etc. 
Transportation 
Trenching 
Labour 
Contingencies 
Booster Station 

Subtotal 

Reservoirs 
(2 M G x 2 
@ EC 2.50/gallon) 

EC$1,531.831 
119,700 
971,750 
463,750 
308,704 
143,750 

3,539,485 

$6,250,000 

EC$9,789,485 

It is conceivable that the two 1,000,000-gallon reservoirs could be 
deferred and smaller reservoirs at a size of about 300,000 to 500,000-
gallons apiece installed to serve the first phase of SEP development 
needs. This would lower the initial cost by a significant factor, and 
the storage system could be expanded at a later date when water demand 
increases on the Peninsula, and the locational data on "demand" cen
ters is more precise. 

Furthermore, it would allow time to explore the dimensions of the 
large lens of freshwater (not brackish) underneath the vast archaic 
sand dune system that lies between Sand Bank Bay and the northeastern 
edge of the Great Salt Pond. Fresh groundwater has been documented 
from the southern and central dune areas, and the seepage from the 
lens into Great Salt Pond (as confirmed in aerial photos) is estimated 
at 23,650 cubic meters/year (5.25 million U.S. gallons) or at an aver
age rate of 14,000 gallons per day -- enough for a 50 room hotel. 
This would make a superior emergency water supply for the southern 
Peninsula area or could be tapped for horticulture, landscaping, irri
gation or golf course use. 

In order to provide a proper incentive for both water conservation and 
the re-use of waste water for irrigation purposes (after treatment), 
it is recommended that Peninsula water rates be raised to apporoxi
imately EC30 cents per 100 gallons. This will make it more economi
cally attractive to utilize waste water for irrigation (thereby con
tributing to beautification and landscaping efforts on the Peninsula) 
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and at the same time provide a shorter pay-back time on investment in 
the water system itself. Furthermore, increased rates will lend en
couragement to adoption of an appropriate sewage treatment system 
using lagoons and re-cycling of effluent after chlorination for land
scape water (see Environmental Assessment Report, 1986). It would, of 
course, be possible to have the higher rate apply only to commercial 
establishments and to maintain the present rate structure for all 
other classes of users, although this would result in continued sub
sidized water costs for service to relatively expensive residential 
housing. 

For both conservation and public health reasons each new commercial 
establishment on the Peninsula should be required to have full gut
tering and downspouts feeding to potable water cisterns with a capac
ity for a minimum of two day peak use storage. A better rule of thumb 
would be at least one gallon of cistern storage capacity for each 
square foot of roof area on all buildings. Stored cistern water of
fers improved fire protection, with lower insurance rates, and pro
vides the assurance of continued essential water supply in the event 
of flow interruption in the single water main from Frigate Bay. 

It is noted that the cost figure of EC$9.8 million for the water 
system may be high because it is quite unlikely that a lO-inch main 
will be needed for the entire length of the Peninsula. It is more 
than likely that a lO-inch'main to White House Bay linked to a variety 
of 6-inch feeder mains to various tourism facility development sites 
on the perimeter of the Great Salt Pond Basin (for example, Sand Bank 
Bay, Mosquito Bay, Banana Bay, Cockleshell Bay), would more than 
suffice, thereby resulting in a significant capital cost reduction. 
Furthermore, it is also quite feasible for the landowners to bear the 
cost of linking their developments to the water main system. There
fore, some of the cost of the water distribution network would not be 
a public expense but would be borne by each landowner/developer. 

It is recommended that at the earliest possible date a series of de
sign and costing scenarios should be developed by the Water Department 
to establish the best system and least-cost strategy for providing 
potable water in support of the Southeast Peninsula development 
strategy. The attention of the St. Kitts Government is directed to a 
recently developed micro-computer programme for improved water and 
waste disposal system design. This new (1986) micro-computer pro
gramme, developed for the United Nations Development Programme by the 
World Bank, has recently been made available to the Water Department 
by the Island Resources Foundation. 

D.2 ROADS 

D.2.1 Feeder Roads 

While it is assumed that the responsibility for constructing feeder 
roads lies with the landowner/developer, there may be occasions when 
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construction of a public feeder road is required -- for example, to 
the public jetty, to a public beach and parking area, to a public 
quarry or sand-mining site, or to a solid waste disposal site, if one 
or more of these is acquired and developed. Assuming no rock exca
vation and a design requiring two courses of crushed stone layers with 
an asphalt binder, the Public Works Department (GSKN) has estimated 
the cost at EC$25 per square yard. Using this figure and assuming a 
5.5 meter (18 ft.) wide road surface, the cost works out to EC$264,000 
per mile or 163,000 per kilometer. This figure does not, however, 
include any required culverts and headers to maintain drainage, and in 
many locations it would be essential to install these. 

Since there is at present no organisation other than Public Works to 
constructs roads on St. Kitts, it may well be that the landowners/de
velopers will contract with Public Works to construct required feeder 
roads. In any event, it is assumed that all feeder roads built would 
be constructed to specifications provided by Government. Because of 
the importance of the providing adequate drainage for road construc
tion, all proposed road building activities should be preceded by the 
development of a road plan and an impact assessment for the proposed 
construction, with specified road routing and design well defined 
along with specified impact migation strategies, especially regarding 
drainage and erosion control. 

Whether private or public, on steep terrain (over 20%) all feeder 
roads should have upslope rock-lined drains, mortared headers for all 
culverts and down slope sediment traps on all major guts or drainage
ways. Gabion or hand-laid stone wall facings on downslope road fill 
areas are preferred as this reduces both sediment loss and the visual 
scar effect while producing a more stable roadway. 

Feeder roads on the Land Use Maps (HI, 2, and 3) which accompany this 
report reflect a presumed movement of people more than a preferred 
routing of any eventual road. A feeder road plan should be developed 
jointly by Public Works and the appropriate landowers. 

D.2.2 Parking Facilities 

Since it may be necessary for either Government and/or private de
velopers to construct parking areas to regularize the format for 
vehicle parking (which would otherwise cause damage to vegetation), 
the Public Works Department has provided estimates of the cost for 
constructing parking facilities. A top-quality area with crushed 
stone and an asphalt binder is estimated at EC$25 per square yard, 
but for a simple four-inch thick gravel parking lot of one-half acre 
in dimension (75 to 100 cars), cost would be EC$lO,OOO per half acre 
if local materials are used and EC$22,000 per half acre if gravel is 
hauled from the crusher. This figure of course does not include 
fencing or signs, or the cost of landscaping or vegetation screening 
which is desirable (as car parks, for aesthetic reasons, are best 
hidden from view as far as possible). 
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SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

E.l INTRODUCTION 

For most types of development anticipated for the Peninsula, two pri
mary factors interact with respect to sewage disposal: 

1. The type, density, area, size, and location of 
development, and the volume and rate of sewage 
flow; and 

2. The nature or characteristics of the 
receiving medium onto or into which the treated 
sewage is temporarily or ultimately disposed. 

Two principal disposal mediums are available -- the land and the 
ocean. Ocean disposal of sewage is possible and should be considered 
if and when the cost of alternative disposal on land becomes signifi
cant or environmental and other impacts become unacceptable. Ocean 
disposal is costly due to the generally high cost of marine investi
gation, planning and construction. All marine operations must be 
carried out on barges and ships which incur operational costs of 
hundreds to thousands of dollars per day. Location of marine sewage 
out falls must be well planned to avoid the return of the waste by wind 
or currents to coastal waters and beaches. In summary, the planning 
and construction of ocean outfalls is a costly undertaking. 

Therefore, land disposal of sewage is recommended for the Southeast 
Peninsula during initial development years. However, it should be 
realis'ed that at some point in time a level of development will be 
achieved on the Peninsula to make the ocean outfall option a viable, 
and probably necessary, solution. All planning and installation of 
sewage facilities should bear that future option in mind. Probably 
only one central plant and one sewage outfall will be economically 
feasible. It may be advisable to prepare a master sewage plan for the 
Peninsula early on so that necessary right- of- ways and a site for 
the sewage works are reserved. 

The denser the development, or the larger the size, i.e., the more 
human activity, the higher the sewage flows. For practically all the 
development on the Peninsula, the more usual domestic sewage is 
expected. Industrial or manufacturing type sewage flows, which may 
require special treatment processes, are not expected. The use of 
salt water for toilet flushing will not be compatible with the land 
disposal of treated effluent, as discussed below. 
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E.2 LIMITATIONS 

The disposal of treated sewage effluent on land will be greatly af
fected by the type, slope and depth of soil. Generally, deep, well
drained soils present the fewest constraints on how sewage is dis
posed. If rock is encountered within the first few feet from the 
surface, than sewage disposal becomes difficult and at times impos
sible without creating health hazards and other undesirable conse
quences. Steep land also poses problems as underground sewage flows 
can emerge at the surface downslope, and usually the surface soil 
cover is relatively thin. 

As a consequence, the sewage disposal options are more limited on the 
steeper than on the shallower slopes. The predominant soil groups 
found on the Peninsula (Lang and Carroll, 1966) are: 

DOMINANT DRAINAGE EROSION SPECIAL 
SOIL SLOPE: THROUGH HAZARD MANAGEMENT 

RANGE (~~) SOIL PROBLEMS 

BIRD ROCK 
Loamy Sand 2-10 Rapid Gullying on Moisture, 

(4-18) steeper conservation, 
slopes stoniness 

CONAREE HILL 
Loam 5-20 Moderate Moderately Stoniness 

(9-36 ) Low 

SIR TIMOTHY'S 
Clay Loam 15-35 Moderate Topsoil Shallow soil 

(27-70) easily lost on steep slopes 

The Bird Rock loamy sand is largely found in the low lying areas ad
jacent to the beach sites, i.e., Friar's, Sand Bank, Cockleshell, 
Banana, Mosquito and Major's Bays, as well as around the Great Salt 
Pond. These areas are also most suitable from a standpoint of denser 
development, i.e., tourist resort facilities. This soil is to a large 
extent the material eroded from the steeper surrounding terraces which 
has been deposited on the shallow sloped outwaste fans at the base of 
the hills. 

Both the Conaree Hills and Sir Timothy's series are essentially the 
same soil type, their principal difference is the land slope range. 
The Conaree Hill's soil forms are slopes of 5 degrees to 20 degrees 
(9-36%), whereas the Sir Timothy's series lies on the steeper slopes 
of 15 degrees to 35 degrees (27-70%). This steeper slope has resulted 
in a thinner soil cover of the Sir Timothy's soil type. 
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In sum, the fewest limitations are present with the relatively deep 
soils generally located inland of the beaches and around the salt 
ponds. The greatest limitations are found on the steep slopes with 
minimal soil cover. 

E.3 OPTIONS 

The section below will discuss the sewage disposal recommendations for 
the various development schemes presented by this land use management 
plan, namely: 

-high density tourist development with proximity to the 
beaches 

-moderate density residential development 
-light density residential development 
-other associated commercial uses such as marinas. 

E.3.1 High Density Development 

Much of the high density resort development is expected to center 
around the beach areas. This will locate much of that type of de
lopment onto the relatively thick Bird Rock loamy sand soil. For high 
volumes of sewage flows generated by hotels, generally in the order of 
tens of thousand's of gallons per day, the use of septic tanks and 
drain fields becomes unacceptable and problematic. For example, a 200 
room hotel, with sewage generation of 270 gallons per day per room, 
will produce approximately a 54,000 gallon per day sewage flow. The 
treatment efficiency of septic tanks is only about 30%, thus a high 
volume of only partially treated waste would need to be disposed 
through extensive soakaways. Sewage treatment works which produce a 
high quality effluent are required. Several options are available, 
they are presented in Table 4.1 of the EAR, with a relative ranking 
of important parameters. 

Our recommendation is that priority should be given to the system 
least costly and most trouble-free to operate and maintain -- the 
aerated (facultative) lagoon. 

All systems, except the aerated (facultative) lagoon, are to some 
degree linked to moderate or high energy consuming mechanical systems, 
which will need a commitment of trained operators, investment in spare 
parts, and a standby energy source (electric generators in the event 
of a power failure) to ensure their continually effective operation. 
The facultative lagoon is our recommended choice in that it offers a 
treatment system with a high degree of reliability, i.e., independent 
of external factors and the least commitment of resources. 

It may be of interest that on St. John and St. Thomas in the U.S. 
Virgin Islands, where there is a high degree of development, the 
treatment system of choice for public sewage works currently under 
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design are aerated lagoons. The more complicated mechanical systems 
used in the past have operated poorly due, in part, to lack of 
maintenance and are now being abandoned. 

Once the sewage has been treated to an acceptable level, such as 
tertiary treatment by the use of polishing ponds, it must be disposed 
of. Our strong recommendation is that some form of land disposal, 
i.e., irrigation of landscaped areas be practiced. This has a number 
of benefits: 

1. Protection of nearshore coastal environment from 
nutrient enrichment and consequent degradation, and 

2. Conservation of fresh water. 

The protection of nearshore coastal environments is central to the 
long-term viability of the Peninsula as a first-class resort 
destination and attractive recreational facility for the domestic 
population. Consequently measures will need to be taken to ensure 
that acceptable water quality standards are maintained. 

Although potable water is relatively inexpensive on St. Kitts at the 
present time, it should be noted that shortages of high quality water 
during the dry season already exists. An average yearly deficit of 
approximately 800,000 gallons is or will be made up with groundwater 
extraction (Rawlins, personal communication). Substantial public 
expenditures will be made shortly to supply water to the Peninsula. 
Cost estimates are on the order of EC $10 million. To assist GSKN in 
recovering this expenditure in a shorter time frame, and to encourage 
water conservation, we recommend that water rates for heavy water 
users on the Peninsula be appropriately adjusted to realize three 
goals: the protection of the marine environment; the conservation of 
water; and the shortening of the payback period for Government's in
vestment in water works on the Peninsula. 

E.3.2 Moderate Density Development 

Much of the moderate density development is located on slope ranges of 
20 to 35%. Conaree Hills soils are likewise located on these slopes. 
Although the soil cover is considerably thinner than in the Bird Rock 
loamy sand soil, it is usually thicker than the soil found on the very 
steep clay loam slopes of the Sir Timothy's type. The thinner soils, 
steeper slopes, higher visibility and increasing environmental risk 
and cost of providing road access to development sites requires that 
these areas be targeted for less intense development than the lower 
lying and less steep areas. 

Sewage disposal can principally take two forms depending on the spe
cific site conditions and the density of development -- either on-site 
disposal or a sewage collection network which transports the sewage to 
a treatment plant nearby. 
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On-site disposal will generally only be appropriate for relatively 
low-density residential development, such as house parcels. On the 
basis of the constraints set by slopes and soil cover (or depth to 
rock), one-quarter acre lots are the minimum recommended lot size for 
smaller houses, with one residential dwelling per lot. Soil percola
tion tests will be necessary to ensure that such a disposal method is 
appropriate for a particular site. Larger houses should have 1/3 to 
1/2 acre lots. 

For higher density developments (i.e., greater than one dwelling unit 
per 1/4 acre), sewage collection and treatment at a central facility 
will be necessary. The sewage treatment facility should be one of the 
systems listed under Table 4.1 from the EAR. The use of septic tanks 
and soakaways is not recommended for the same reasons presented ear
lier, i.e., the problem of disposing of large volumes of partially 
treated sewage. 

Again, as in the high intensity development zones, we recommend sewage 
lagoon systems. They do, however, require more flat land than the 
more energy intensive, mechanical systems. The system of choice will 
largely be dictated by the available terrain. 

The use of polishing ponds for effluent after discharge from the 
treatment works will ensure a high quality, non-objectionable efflu
ent. This effluent, after chlorination, can readily be used for ir
rigation of landscaped grounds. 

E.3.3 Limited Use Areas 

The land areas of the Peninsula having lands slopes in excess of 35% 
present serious constraints for development carried out in the usual 
manner of excavation and fill. Bedrock is generally directly under
eath the thin surface soil. Most of the soil type found in such 
terrains is Sir Timothy's clay loam. The natural steep terrain makes 
any newly exposed slopes potentially unstable, unless costly retaining 
walls are used. The development of vehicular access roads, which are 
at best limited to gradients of 20%, are particularly disruptive to 
the terrain. Alteration in a watershed's hydrology and increased soil 
erosion are particularly damaging consequences of unregulated develop
ment practices in such terrain. Needless to say, attempts at sewage 
disposal using traditional methods is inappropriate and constitutes 
potential health hazards. 

Sewage disposal in any manner on-site will pose serious problems. The 
collection by sewers and transport to a treatment facility will be 
necessary. The grouping of dwellings into a cluster will reduce the 
expanse (and environmental damage from construction) of running sewer 
intercept lines (as well as any other type utility such as water, 
telephone and electric services). 
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The use of septic tanks and drain fields for individual or detached 
dwellings should not be permitted under any circumstances. The 
shallow soil cover and steep slopes can result in exposed sewage 
seepage downslope. Alternative methods, such as composting toilets 
which do not use water carriage medium, are appropriate for such 
sites. Small treatment works which produce an effluent acceptable for 
irrigation may also be feasible; however, such systems are usually 
dependent on electric power which if it fails, will upset the treat
ment system. 

E.3.4 Other Associated Commercial Uses 

It is recommended in this report that any urban commercial develop
ment, including a marina, be clustered about White House Bay, the 
general location of the old salt works. Sewage from such facilities 
will largely be of the domestic type (except wastwater from the 
marina) • 

Such development should follow a master plan which includes the loca
tion of service facilities, i.e., electric, telephone, waste and 
sewage lines. During the early stages of development of this area, 
the individual businesses may be scattered and the use of septic tanks 
and soakaways may seem appropriate. However, we suggest that the 
utili ties be installed from the outset by the "developer." It will 
avoid the additional cost of the septic/soakaway and tend to encourage 
more rapid development due to the availability of the utilities. The 
availability of a sewage collection system and treatment facility will 
also facilitate larger scale developments, such as the marina which 
will need sewage pump out service. 

The placement of the sewage works will need consideration based on the 
demands of the system hydraulics. Gravity flow is generally prefer
able to pumped flow, due to the cost of pumps and their operation. 
The planning for the sewage systems should be an integral part of the 
master plan for the urban center to ensure that the most cost 
effective designs are not precluded by other development decisions. 
Such planning should include restrictions on the type of waste 
introduced into the system. Toxic wastes, salt water or other types 
of waste which would upset the system (or place restrictions on the 
disposal of effluent by irrigation) should not be allowed. 

The final disposal of effluent will also need consideration in the 
planning stage. Until a sewage outfall is constructed, land disposal 
will need to be practiced. Sufficient land will need to be set aside, 
either in the form of landscaped areas or uses with an economic 
return, such as trees which can be harvested. 

In summary, the urban centre development due to its relatively high 
density of development and the different types of possible, but yet 
unknown, uses will pose the most difficult planning task and should be 
approached with foresight and in a comprehensive fashion. 
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SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

F.l INTRODUCTION 

The disposal method of solid waste (garbage, trash, etc.) depends to a 
large degree on its final fate, i.e., the recovery of usable end 
products or its disposal without any attempt to gain returns. 

It does not appear that any resource recovery operation will be ap
propriate on the island of St. Kitts at this time. Resource recovery 
facilities are industrial processes requiring a large capital invest
ment, skilled technical operators and both an adequate quantity of raw 
material and a demand for the finished product to be economically vi
able. The relatively low volume of solid waste produced on St. Kitts 
will make resource recovery economically questionable. By example, a 
form of resource recovery is practiced with the burning of the sugar 
cane bagasse to produce energy (heat) for the sugar mill operation. 
In this case, a large volume of waste is converted into a usable end 
product -- heat. The cane processing facility had been designed and 
constructed to utilize this waste product as a resource. Resource 
recovery of solid wastes might become viable at some future time, but 
certainly not until total daily waste exceeds 100 tons. 

Another type of resource recovery is the practice of feeding swine on 
organic garbage, of which hotels produce a large volume. It has, how
ever, been demonstrated that such practice is linked to trichinosis in 
swine which in turn can be transmitted to humans. Likewise, a viral 
disease of swine, vesicular exanthema, similar to foot-and-mouth 
disease, has been linked to feeding swine on raw garbage. To prevent 
such disease transmittal, garbage should be heat treated if it is to 
be recycled. 

F.2 SANITARY LAND FILL OPTIONS 

The current waste disposal practice on St. Kitts at Conaree is open 
dumping and burning. This practice, which not only is visually ob
jectionable, also results in smoke, odors and encourages vectors, such 
as rats, mosquitoes, and roaches. We recommend that the practice of 
open dumping be replaced with a sanitary landfill. 

The operation of a sanitary land fill needs to satisfy the following 
criteria: 

daily cover of the waste with earth 

no open burning of the waste material 
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no deterioration of surface or ground water quality 
at the site. 

The issue of concern is whether these three criteria can be satisfied 
on the Southeast Peninsula if a temporary or permanent sanitary land
fill is located there. 

1. Daily cover with earth appears possible as some of the shal
low sloped coastal foothills appear to contain fairly deep soil de
posits (this is based on the observation of two abandoned wells). The 
soil is the Bird Rock loamy sand. Its permeability (drainage through 
soil) is high and this feature is not desirable for cover material as 
a sanitary landfill where the exclusion of moisture from the buried 
trash cells is important. The compaction and burial of the solid 
waste precludes access to it by rats, flies mosquitoes breeding in 
ponded water, roaches, and soforth. 

2. The prevention of open burning is controlled by the sanitary 
landfill operators by ensuring that waste is promptly compacted and 
covered with earth into a cell separate from the previously buried 
waste. Nevertheless, good operating practice calls for the avail
ability of a fire fighting capability at the site, or in proximity. 
Presumably this could be effectively accomplished on the Peninsula. 

3. The prevention of contamination of surface or groundwater 
(principally the latter on the Peninsula) is anticipated to be the 
most serious problem to which no apparent solution exists until the 
construction of a central sewage treatment facility with an ocean 
outfall. The buried solid waste, due to moisture present in the waste 
or introduction from other sources, will produce a very strong decom
position liquid leachate which will contaminate any recovery water. 

At the SEP, groundwater pathways to either the salt ponds or the 
beaches and shorelines are rapid, both due to the short distances and 
the high soil permeability. Thus, if leachate is not collected from a 
sanitary landfill and sent to a sewage treatment plant, it could 
rapidly pollute and adversely affect any water body in proximity. 
The collection of leachate from a potential sanitary landfill on the 
SEP is possible. The usual procedure is to line the bottom of the 
landfill with an impermeable material such as compacted clay or a man
made material. The leachate is pumped to the surface. However, until 
a treatment plant is constructed on the Peninsula for the treatment of 
the leachate, the location of a sanitary landfill is not recommended. 

It may be advisable to reserve a location for the future installation 
of a sanitary landfill when the volume of development necessitates a 
centralised sewage facility and ocean outfall. Such location could be 
inland of Sand Bank Bay. 
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F.3 CONSTRUCTION WASTES 

During the construction phase of the road and resort facilities, the 
need for solid waste disposal will also exist. We recommend a "temp
orary" site for such use only inland of Sand Bank Bay, where massive 
series of sand dunes are located. This area itself can serve as a 
source of construction sand. After portions of the dune are removed, 
solid waste can be deposited in the remaining depressions or holes. 
It is recommended that a site specific examination of soil, geology, 
terrain, and hydrology be carried out to ensure that the site is ac
ceptable within the limits determined by those principal parameters. 
We further caution that no petroleum waste products be disposed of 
anywhere on the Peninsula. Instead provision should be made at the 
electric plant for use of this waste product as fuel for the gener
ating plant. 

In summary, we recommend that a temporary sanitary landfill be estab
lished on the Peninsula to serve only during the construction phase of 
the road and related facilities and development projects. When a cen
tralised sewage treatment works are constructed on the Peninsula, 
then, and only then, a permanent sanitary landfill could be estab
lished. In the interim, solid waste from operations on the SEP should 
be trucked to Conaree, which preferably should be upgraded to a sani
tary landfill. 
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CONTROLLING IMPACTS OF SPEARFISHING AND 
MARINE SPECIMEN COLLECTING ACTIVITIES 

G.l SPEARFISHING 

G.l.l Potential Impacts 

Spearfishing selectively removes certain species from ecosystems, usu
ally coral reefs where fishes are naturally abundant. In St. Kitts 
and Nevis, local spear fishing is primarily for recreational and per
sonal consumption and makes little or no contribution to the artisanal 
or "commerical" catch. Spearfishing by tourists di ffers from the lo
cal activity in that the primary motivation is "pleasure of the hunt;" 
food acquisition is a minor objective or is of no consequence at all. 

In both cases, fishing effort is primarily targeted toward larger spe
cies (groupers, snappers, jacks, triggerfish, parrotfish), but these 
species are known to become more wary and reclusive where spear fishing 
is common. As a result, increasing spearfishing activity usually 
means that other (often smaller) reef fishes will be included in the 
catch (Goodwin, personal observations in the Grenadine Islands). This 
is particularly true in the case of tourists for whom size or species 
of fish is a secondary consideration. Most spearfishing tourists 
shoot anything in sight! 

In the 1950's, there was considerable controversy between sportdivers 
and anglers concerning the impact of spearfishing in Florida. Objec
tive analysis of the problem (Murdock, 1957) indicated that the total 
quantity of fish taken with spearguns was much less than the catch of 
anglers and commercial fisherman, leading some to conclude that ser
ious depletion by spearfishermen was unlikely. More recent research, 
however, has compared protected reefs with others on which spear
fishing has been permitted for 30 years. These studies show that 
larger fishes, particularly snapper and grouper, are absent from reefs 
subjected to spear fishing but abundant in protected areas (J. 
Bohnsack, 1986, personal communication). It is not known whether 
spearfishing is correlated with depletion of the larger fishes, or 
displacement of these fishes to deeper waters; but if these fishes 
have been displaced from breeding or nursery areas (groupers for ex
ample are known to aggregate in particular areas for breeding), the 
long-term impacts of displacement may be as serious as direct deple
tion. 

The indirect impacts of removing or displacing species of larger fish 
may be severe in coral reef systems. Large herbivores (such as par
rotfish) control the growth of reef algae which can overgrow and kill 
corals in the absence of grazing. Coral diversity has been related to 
parrotfish grazing: where grazing is slight, the community tends to 
be dominated by algae. As the intensity of grazing increases, coral 
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diversity increases, but will decline under very heavy grazing (Brock, 
1979). 

Similarly, removal of large predatory fishes can result in the prolif
eration of smaller fishes with similar results. Damselfishes, for ex
ample, defend their territories against other grazers. Large numbers 
of damsel fish favor the development of thick algal mats which inter
fere with coral growth and diversity, as well as cementation of reef 
material by coralline algae. 

There is little question that spearfishing makes fish more wary and 
results in the apparent absence of larger fish species (Barada, 1974). 
Because of these effects, spear fishing interferes with other recrea
tional activities such as snorkeling, SCUBA diving, or underwater pho
tography which derive a large part of their appeal from the presence 
of visible and relatively tame fishes. In the U.S. Virgin Islands, 
such non-extractive activities account for a major portion of tourist
use of marine resources (Olsen and Wood, 1983). It seems likely that 
fewer tourists will engage in spear fishing than in snorkelling, div
ing, or other types of recreational fishing. 

At present, local spear fishing probably has little adverse impact be
cause of the small number of people engaged in this activity. Fisher
ies development consultants, however, have repeatedly concluded that 
nearshore fish resources are generally overexploited, and cannot sup
port increased fishing effort. An increase in spearfishing in St. 
Kitts and Nevis, therefore would contribute directly to overfishing as 
well as resulting in the sorts of impacts described above. For these 
reasons, it is not desirable to stimulate ~ increase in spearfish
ing, e.g., through promotion as a tourist activity or through spear
fishing competitions. 

G.l.2 Suggested Controls 

Spearfishing is a non-essential component of the local fishing indus
ry. A substantial increase in spear fishing activity would deplete 
nearshore fishery resources and would deny the benefits of these re
ources to the general public in favor of a small fraction of the popu
ation (in this case, that fraction which actually engages in spear
ishing). While it is not desirable to create the local appearance of 
excessive regulation, some control on spearfishing is clearly needed. 

In other locales, six basic approaches have been used (Kenchington 
and Salvat, 1984): 

-designation of certain areas for specific uses (zoning) 
-closed seasons 
-rotating closed areas to permit recovery 
-setting "bag limits" on permissible levels of use 
-prohibiting certain types of equipment 
-establishing size limits for harvested species. 
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Because the St. Kitts and Nevis nearshore fisheries cannot support ~ 
increase in harvest, regulation should at least maintain the status 
quo. Direct control of local spearfishing activity is not recommended 
at this time, but may be necessary if this activity increases. The 
following regulatory actions are suggested: 

1. Spearfishing should be prohibited in all marine protected 
areas. This prohibition should apply to residents and tourists alike. 

2. Importation or use of spearguns by non-residents should be 
prohibited (i.e., tourists cannot spearfish). 

3. Renting, using or promoting the use of spearguns for financial 
gain or reward should be prohibited. This restriction would apply, 
for example, to spearfishing competitions. 

These regulations are intended to permit local spear fishing only at 
present levels and are designed to discourage spearfishing for sport 
or as a commercial enterprise. 

Many countries the world over -- small and large, developed and less 
developed -- require a licence for any kind of fishing. Some even 
regulate the importation of spearguns like firearms, prohibiting their 
temporary importation by visitors (tourists) and requiring "resident" 
licences for local ownership and use. Others prohibit all spearfish
ing. What is needed in St. Kitts and Nevis, until such time as fish 
species management plans are in place, is a cautious, balanced ap
proach responsive to the mounting evidence of "over-fishing" in the 
State's coastal waters. 

For some, this raises the possible question of a double standard -- an 
unavoidable but necessary and defensible situation. This is justifi
able on the grounds that: 

(a) local spear fishing is primarily for food (a 
subsistence enterprise) and is selective; 

(b) visitor (non-resident) spearfishing is primarily 
for sport, tends to be non-selective (as to size 
and species), and tends to occur in the same reef 
areas popular among visiting snorkelers, divers, 
and underwater photographers whose interests are 
served only by a non-extractive use of the resource; 

(c) the prohibition against visitor possession, rental 
and use of spearguns is a temporary management 
measure designed to protect the resource for all 
non-destructive users while guidelines are being 
developed based on more quantitative fish stock 
and yield data. 
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G.2 COLLECTING 

G.2.1 Hard Corals 

G.2.1.1 Potential Impacts 

Hard corals (scleractinia) include species which are respon
sible for building coral reefs. These reefs are used by a wide vari
ety of commercially important fishes for food, shelter, breeding and 
nursery areas. Coral reefs also act as breakwaters, dispersing ocean 
waves and currents which would otherwise cause severe coastal erosion; 
many beaches would not exist if coral reefs did not provide protection 
from the sea. The aesthetic appeal of reefs is well-known, and is im
portant to some segments of the tourist industry. 

Hard corals, particularly those in demand for souvenirs, have extrem
ely slow growth rates; a "head" of brain coral requires at least fif
teen years to reach a diameter of six inches. Because of slow growth 
rates, removal of hard corals generally cannot be compensated by nat
ural processes. This can interfere directly with all of the reef 
functions described above. While limited harvest of the most rapidly 
growing species (e.g., staghorn or elkhorn corals [Acropora sp.]) may 
be possible, permissible harvest levels have not been established, and 
the critical breakwater function of these species demands a conserva
tive approach to management (i.e., no harvest should be permitted 
until permissible levels are known). 

G.2.1.2 Suggested Controls 

Section 16 of the draft Fisheries Regulations for St. Kitts/ 
Nevis prohibit collection or coral without permission of the Fisheries 
Officer and should provide adequate legal protection. However, it is 
also recommended that the Fisheries Advisory Committee establish a 
policy of denying permission for any hard coral harvest until formal 
management plans are developed for these species. Coral harvest 
should be prohibited in protected areas. 

G.2.2 Soft (Precious) Corals 

G.2.2.1 Potential Impacts 

Precious and semi-precious corals (e.g., black coral, rose 
coral) are valued as raw material for jewelry and art objects. None 
of the precious corals are reef building species, but have significant 
economic potentials: the value of the pink coral industry in Taiwan 
and Japan was about $50 million in 1982; retail sales in Hawaii total 
almost $20 million annually (Grigg, 1983). Caribbean precious corals 
are found in relatively shallow waters (in contrast to most Pacific 
species which must be harvested by submarine or tangle nets), and may 
provide significant foreign exchange income if properly managed. 
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These corals, however, are characteristically subject to overexplo
itation because of slow growth rates, lack of natural defenses, ab
sence of management guidelines, and difficulty of enforcing management 
regulations. 

G.2.2.2 Suggested Controls 

The draft Fishery Regulations (Section 16) which prohibit 
collection of coral without permission of the Fisheries Officer pro
vide adequate legal protection, but it is suggested that the Fisheries 
Advisory Committee establish a policy of denying permission for com
mercial soft coral harvest until formal management plans are developed 
for these species. Harvest of soft corals should be prohibited in 
protected areas. 

G.2.3 Ornamental Fishes, Shells, and Other Animals 

G.2.3.1 Potential Impacts 

A variety of small reef fishes, shelled mollusks, and echino
derms are collected in many areas for tourist or export trade. As is 
the case with all nearshore resources, stocks of these species are 
limited and may be overexploited relatively easily (the depletion of 
edible sea urchins and conch in many Eastern Caribbean islands are 
good examples of this). With the exception of some of the reef fishes 
discussed above, the ecological role of these species and their impor
tance to humans are poorly understood. But the fact that these ani
mals represent potential sources of income is sufficient justification 
for management. Promising operations to culture ornamental fishes 
have begun in the Bahamas, and this approach can probably be applied 
to selected mollusk and echinoderm species as well. 

G.2.3.2 Suggested Controls 

Adequate legal protection for ornamental fishes is provided 
by the draft Fishery Regulations (Section 17) which prohibit importa
tion, sale, or export of aquarium fish without permission of the Fish
eries Officer. Regulations are needed to prohibit sale or export of 
shelled mollusks other than conch and echinoderms without permission 
of the Fisheries Officer, and it is suggested that commercial harvest 
not be permitted until relevant management plans are developed. Col
lecting should be prohibited in protected areas. 
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SALT PONDS AND MARINAS 

H.l SALT PONDS 

Sometimes vielNed as a "nuisance," often used as dump sites, and gen
erally unappreciated for the valuable environmental service they per
form as sediment traps, salt ponds are nonetheless a valuable resource 
INhich occasionally can be developed for specialized purposes if han
dled carefully. 

The follolNing general rules should apply: 

(1) No ponds should be filled and no mangroves bordering 
ponds should be removed (except for a required, nar
rOIN marina entrance channel), especially as they 
serve as valuable avian habitats. 

(2) Friar's Bay Pond, Mosquito Bay Pond, and Great Salt 
Pond (see belolN) should not be considered for marinas. 

(3) Only one salt pond on the Peninsula should be opened 
up to the sea in any five year period to allolN time 
to monitor the effects of any such opening on coastal 
lNater quality from increased sediments and turbidity. 

(4) Before any pond is "opened," an engineering study and 
Environmental Impact Assessment should be undertaken 
regarding (a) siting and design of the entrance from 
the sea, (b) dredging and disposal techniques and 
destination of dredge spoil, (c) marina flushing 
optimization, and (d) the biological impact of spoil 
discharge or deposition. 

Recognizing the need for and value of a small marina, as a component 
of the Peninsula development strategy, lNe have examined the various 
proposed sites and concluded the follolNing: 

(1) Great Salt Pond should not be modified in any substantial 
lNay but permitted to continue to serve as the sediment trap for the 
largest lNatershed on the Peninsula. 

(2) Great Salt Pond should not, therefore, be dredged or opened 
up for a marina. 

(3) Little Salt Pond is the preferred site for the Peninsula's 
first marina, although three possible sites are identified on the ac
companying Land Use Maps and in Figure 3.3. The bund betlNeen Little 
and Great Salt Ponds should be elevated and lNidened slightly to 
strengthen it. In all probability, dredge spoil from Little Salt Pond 
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will not, however, be suitable for fill material as it is too fine 
with a high percentage of organic material. 

We note that the Little Salt Pond is about one foot below sea level 
and Great Salt Pond three feet below sea level. Opening Little Salt 
Pond will result, through seawater percolation, in raising the average 
water level in the larger pond by a foot or more. 

H.2 MARINAS 

We view the proposed Little Salt Pond Marina as primarily a water
sports centre, not necessarily a full-service marina (slipway, welding 
shops, sand blasting, etc.). 

Several aspects of any proposed marina construction require further 
attention. First, the salt ponds have little protection from storm 
waves, and erosional scars on hillsides adjacent to the pond suggest 
that large waves have crossed the pond in the past. Such waves should 
be expected once every ten years and would have devastating effects on 
boats moored within the pond area. The fact that these waves often 
approach from the west makes the potential impact even more severe. 

Secondly, it is by no means certain that a major marina is needed to 
attract yachting traffic to the Southeast Peninsula. Such traditional 
yachting stops as The Anchorage (Union Island), Petit St. Vincent 
Resort, Palm Island, and Young Island have only dinghy docks or very 
basic alongside facilities. Many cruising and charter yachts, in 
fact, prefer not to berth when on charter because of privacy, secur
ity, and aesthetic considerations. 

Thirdly, berths and dock slips in the marina should be angled so that 
vessels are not broadside to prevailing winds, and great care needs to 
be exercised in the siting and design of any entrance channel cut 
through either Ballast or White House Bay beach. One only has to in
spect the opening cut between South Frigate Bay and the adjacent salt 
pond to point up the consequences of careless siting and casual design 
(the former channel is now filled with sand). 

Fourth, the feasibility of disposing of Little Salt Pond dredge spoil 
material in the center of Great Salt Pond to create a low wildlife is
land should be examined. The creation of a new avian wildlife habitat 
by this strategy would compensate for some habitat losses anticipated 
as a consequence of road construction around or along the perimeter of 
the Great Salt Pond. This technique has worked well in other tropical 
and sub-tropical areas (see U.S. Army, 1983). 

H.3 THE HURRICANE ANCHORAGE/SAFE HARBOUR CONCEPT 

A safe harbour and full-service marina would be a logical component of 
improved harbour facilities near the Sugar Factory Pier in Basseterre 
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Bay. Access to industrial facilities, supply services, etc. would be 
considerably better, and the absorptive capacity for potential pollu
tants (inevitable in a marina) is much greater than on the Southeast 
Peninsula. A suitable breakwater structure could provide the protec
tion desired and might also help alleviate present congestion near the 
existing roll on - roll off ramp and adjacent deepwater facility. 
This would have the advantage of diverting the polluting aspects of a 
full-service marina operation to a more appropriate site, leaving 
Little Salt Pond as a yachting and watersports centre (see also EAR, 
Sections 4.7 and 5.3). 



APPENDIX I 

MARKETING FACTORS 

While it is quite possible that St. Kitts and Nevis can attract a sig
nificant number of new tourists and raise its occupancy rates for both 
existing and projected hotels by marketing the state as a "new des
tination" (as Anguilla has done successfully in the last five years), 
this approach has certain risks. At some point in time the new des
tination becomes an old one, and fickle tourists in search of an un
discovered place find another such allegedly unspoiled paradise, in 
the region or elsewhere. Therefore, it will be useful to have another 
arrow in the St. Kitts and Nevis marketing quiver -- one that emphasi
ses a longer term marketing strategy built around the unique charac
teristics of the country (and in this case of the Southeast Peninsula) 
as a perferred environment for a specialized kind of client group. 

In the first place, the Peninsula is a remarkably undeveloped area 
with an outstanding collection of beaches and salt ponds, a relatively 
unspoiled natural environment with spectacular vistas and reasonably 
clear coastal waters. Furthermore the Southeast Peninsula presents a 
unique opportunity for the Federation of St. Kitts and Nevis to join 
in partnership with the SEP landowners to devise a cooperative and 
creative development strategy for the long-term. 

There are those who would deplore the fact that the Penisula is en
tirely privately owned and that Government does not possess develop
able land there. On the other hand, the presence of ten or twelve 
energetic and enterprising owners/developers is a given condition 
which can be viewed in a more positive light, i.e., as giving the 
country a significant competitive edge vis-~-vis the world market. 
With formidable energies and diverse talents, Peninsula landowners 
represent a marketing team core that, with a modicum of guidance and 
assistance, can collectively "make the Penuinsula work" and attract 
the necessary external investment capital needed. 

The challenge of the Southeast Peninsula lies, therefore, in the 
rather unique opportunity it provides the state to enter into a part
nernship with the private owners. That partnership could even extend 
to a mutual endorsement and implementation of a Southeast Peninsula 
National Park framework -- as an unusual cooperative marketing device 
and environmentally useful common resource management strategy. It 
could also induce GSKN to take a more aggressive and targeted market
ing approach for the entire country. 

A successful tourism marketing programme would involve three related 
tasks: (1) identifying product characteristics that distinguish the 
destination experience from its competitors, (2) selecting market seg
ments most likely and willing to benefit from the experience, and (3) 
developing the most appropriate media strategy to effectively target 
these segments. The third task obviously demands the expertise of 
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marketing specialists. However, the unique natural features of the 
Southeast Peninsula easily suggest some general directions to guide 
policy makers in formulating approaches to the first two. 

For example, the Peninsula presents a truly striking constellation of 
opportunities: compelling vistas of unbroken seascape, scenic views 
northwest to the capital city of Basseterre and southeast to the 
sister island of Nevis, the special ecology of two salt ponds, pris
tine white sand beaches, unusual arid terrain broken by rugged peaks 
overlooking dramatic coastlines, historical and archeological sites, 
unique wildlife habitats and nesting sites, relatively unexplored off
shore reef areas, plus the promise of a variety of land activities and 
watersports that will develop over time. 

Such amenities should appeal to a cluster of potential visitor seg
ments. A few of the more obvious include: (1) the curious of all 
ages seeking different out-of-the-way destinations; (2) affluent older 
North American and Europeans looking for high quality vacations; (3) 
young outdoor-oriented professionals particularly in two earner fami
lies; (4) affluent and well-travelled West Indians; (5) and a variety 
of other relatively educated groups characterized by environmental 
awareness and specialty interests, e.g., amateur naturalists, profes
sional scientists, dive clubs, wildlife associations and so on. In 
addition, such features should increasingly attract resident and emi
grant returnee day trippers curious about their natural heritage and/or 
a different recreational experience. 

With respect to a media campaign, we suggest the Government partic
ipate closely with its media consultants in devising materials. This 
should include significant local comments on the product characteris
tics to be emphasised and the national image to be projected. It 
should also include involvement by a variety of tourist interest 
groups -- hoteliers, taxi drivers, tour operators, dive shops, air
lines, etc. -- in the design of packages and day excursions that will 
exploit the scenic, environmental and recreational riches of the 
Southeast Peninsula and safeguard their long term viability. 

One could begin with such routine items as: 

commissioning the writing of a natural history of the 
Southeast Peninsula 

developing a reference file collection of quality 
Peninsula colour photographs featuring flora, fauna, 
vistas, underwater scenes, beach recreation, diving, 
and sailing 

commissioning local artists to provide SEP paintings, 
sketches, drawings, woodcuts 

conducting familiarization tours 
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mounting guided field trips/excursions to the Peninsula 
for existing groups of tourists and for local persons 
as well 

training guides for and scheduling hiking and boat 
excursions to the Peninsula. 

It would also be instructive to examine the Anguilla experience since 
1980. Tables 1.1 and 1.2 document the dramatic increase in tourist 
arrivals. 

Table 1.1. Tourist arrivals in Anguilla by air and by sea, 1980-1985. 

BY AIR BY SEA TOTAL 

1980 4,421 3,743 8,164 
1981 5,546 6,180 11,726 
1982 6,361 11,181 17,542 
1983 5,369 16,420 21,789 
1984 6,107 24,675 30, 782 
1985 8,296 47,167 55,463 

Note 1: 1980-85 air arrivals have increased by 87. 7%. 
Note 2: 1980-85 sea arrivals have increased by 1160% (yachts, 

ferries to St. Maarten, and small cruise ships). 

Table 1.2. Total tourist arrivals to Anguilla, 1980-85. 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 

January 620 857 1,845 1,332 2,350 4,259 
February 724 1,042 1,628 1,937 3,043 5,296 
March 725 1,079 1,840 2,340 3,298 5,002 
April 654 768 1,559 1,977 2,554 4,524 
May 559 736 1,457 1,706 2,015 7,303 
June 781 713 1,136 1,470 1,991 3,597 
July 876 1,048 758 2,005 2,309 4,623 
August 1,069 1,619 2,243 2,436 4,326 6,297 
Sept. 520 549 860 1,173 1,589 2,486 
October 491 884 1,417 1,370 2,012 2,733 
November 500 1,033 1,488 1,992 2,247 3,659 
December 645 1,398 1,311 2,051 3,048 5,684 

8,164 11,726 17,542 21,789 30,782 55,463 
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Although certain aspects of Anguilla's development may not exactly 
parallel the Southeast Peninsula's potential because of the former's 
proximity to St. Maarten for day-tripper trade, etc., there are other 
valuable lessons. The Anguillian experience demonstrates how a fa
vourable mix of key ingredients, similar to the Peninsula's assets, 
can be blended into a successful, integrated national tourism strategy 
for a "new destination." These components include, first, aggressive 
promotion with a very clear, well defined set of local characteris
tics, e.g., tastefully designed, low density, quality accommodations; 
a wide price mix; outstanding beach/reef amenities; and tranquil is
land charm. Secondly, it includes targeting a specific market segment 
-- the affluent, long-staying, up-scale North American and European
style visitor -- in a deliberate attempt to match the destination 
supply features with demand preferences. Finally, the overall policy 
includes a comprehensive legal, tax and environmental protection 
framework, e.g., tax concessions for the development or expansion of 
explicitly small hotels and guest houses, restrictions on outright 
purchase of land by foreigners, as well as the establishment of a 
marine reserve, new national park legislation, and an archaeological 
site protection and development programme. These three sets of fac
tors have created a small-scale, favourable dollar return, high mul
tiplier style of Anguilla tourism which deserves serious consideration 
by St. Kitts and Nevis officials and private Southeast Peninsula de
velopers. 



APPENDIX J 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

J.l THE EVOLUTION AND VALUE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
PROCEDURES 

Environmental impact procedures were first developed on the North 
American continent in response to growing public concern over the un
expected and unwelcome environmental changes accompanying the con
struction of large-scale developments. Many of these projects were 
carried out by or for government agencies and did not require the ap
proval of resource management and regulatory authorities. They had, 
therefore, not been subjected to an independent and comprehensive e
valuation of associated environmental impacts. In recent years, both 
in North America and elsewhere, the use of environmental impact as
sessment procedures has also been strongly advocated for non-govern
ment development proposals. 

The principal advantage of environmental assessment procedures is that 
they increase the scope of information available to decision-makers. 
In other words, the whole range of possible environmental impacts can 
be considered rather than just single factors such as soil erosion or 
water pollution. Moreover, the assessment of environmental impacts 
should begin from the inception of a project proposal and continue 
throughout the design stages. This permits the environmental impacts 
to be taken into account before resources are irrevocably committed. 
Environmental impact assessment does not however replace other regu
latory mechanisms like building codes or zoning restrictions. 

J.2 THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

Environmental impact assessment is a process by which a deliberate, 
interdisciplinary, systematic effort is made to assess the environ
mental consequences of choosing between the various options which may 
be open to a decision-maker. The aims of an assessment are: 

(a) to determine and evaluate the environmental impacts 
of a proposal to enable a choice to be made between 
various options; 

(b) to determine what measures should be taken to avoid 
or minimise damage to the environment by the de
velopment and implementation of a project pro
posal; and 

(c) to identify opportunities for achieving other 
desirable environmental, social and economic 
objectives by means of the development and 
implementation of the proposal. 
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To be effective, the assessment of environmental impacts must be inte
grated with the planning and design of proposals. It should begin 
when the proposal is little more than an idea and gradually refined as 
options are identified, analysed and choices made. It should continue 
throughout all the development stages up to and including implementa
tion and monitoring. At each stage, the assessment should be ori
entated toward the decisions being made at that time. 

J.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES 

There are a variety of possible procedures because not all proposals 
produce the same level of impacts. A mental check may be all that is 
necessary for proposals with minor potential impacts. Other propo
sals, however, need to be more rigorously examined and require the 
gathering, analysis and documentation of information. It is necessary 
to establish a method to determine the significance of the potential 
impacts of a proposal and to select the appropriate procedure for the 
EIA. 

The information available about the potential consequences of a pro
posed project is usually incomplete and the sources dispersed. Judg
ments about the kind and magnitude of impacts will therefore be based 
on a mixture of fact and opinion. Opinion is always biased by per
sonal interests and viewpoints, and it is therefore desirable that 
proposals be examined from as wide a range of perspectives as pos
sible. Procedures must not only provide for the collection, dissem
ination and review of information but also allow for the widest pos
sible involvement of knowledgeable or interested people. A common 
means of doing this is to issue a public invitation for comments and 
submissions on published documents which provide information about the 
proposal and its implications. 

The assessment of the environmental impacts of a proposal would be fu
tile if the measures identified for alleviating impacts or for taking 
advantage of environmental enhancement opportunities are ignored in 
project or policy implementation phases. This situation is more 
likely to arise when responsibility for putting such measures into 
effect is left to the proponent. Therefore, to make environmental 
impact assessment an action-oriented process, proponents must be re
quired to formally respond to recommendation and, if necessary, nego
tiate new, less damaging approaches. Six stages can be distinguished: 

(i) Initial evaluation of proposals to determine how 
rigorously they need to be assessed and the 
appropriate assessment procedure. 

(ii) Determination of the coverage of the assessment 
including the identification of the principal 
issues that need to be dealt with. 

(iii) Site studies, analysis and documentation 

(iv) Review 
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(v) Approval/Disapproval 

(vi) Monitoring. 

An explanation of each of these stages follows. 

J.3.1 Initial Evaluation 

The scope of environmental impact assessment procedure undertaken for 
a particular proposal should depend on the anticipated significance of 
its environmental effects and on the degree of public interest shown. 

In most countries, proposals are examined against a set of specified 
criteria. In its most basic form, the set of criteria may simply be a 
list of development types for which the preparation of an EIA is de
sirable. However, within these designated development types some pro
posals may be too small, on a site sufficiently resistant to impacts 
or do not raise enough public concern to warrant a detailed and formal 
EIA. A degree of flexibility in the application of criteria is there
fore desirable. 

An alternative approach is to provide a list of questions which the 
decision-maker is invited to consider for proposals "likely to have a 
significant effect on the human, physical or biological environment." 
No definition of "significant effect" is given, but a checklist of 
questions customarily asked is as follows: 

(a) Does the proposal transform a significant physical area? 

(b) Does the proposal affect existing communities or involve 
the establishment of new communities? 

(c) Is the proposal likely to have a long-term effect on the 
living conditions or quality of life of those living in 
the neighbourhood, or will it affect their use and enjoy
ment of the environment? 

(d) Is the proposal likely to have a significant impact on 
the ecosystems in the area? 

(e) Are any especially important plant or animal species 
likely to be affected? 

(f) Are scenic, recreational, scientific or conservation 
values likely to be affected? 

(g) Is the proposal, although not environmentally significant 
on its own, likely to stimulate further developments which 
would have significant environmental impact? 

(h) Does the proposal affect any areas or structures of 
historical or archaeological importance? 
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(i) Is the proposal likely to stimulate substantial public 
interest? 

(j) Does the proposal create a significant demand on a 
resource which is, or is likely to become, in short 
supply? 

(k) Does the proposal create pollution problems? 

(1) Does the proposal alleviate or remove any environmental 
pollution problems? 

Whichever approach is taken, the decision can be facilitated by the 
preparation of a written report which briefly describes the proposal 
and gives a preliminary opinion on its environmental and social im
plications. It may also include details of various approvals which 
may be required and of any government assistance (e.g., direct partic
ipation or financial grants) likely to be requested. This report 
would normally be prepared by the proponent in consultation with other 
parties and the public. When complete, the report would be forwarded 
to the decision-makers. 

On receipt of the written report, the decision-making agency would 
circulate it to appropriate persons and organisations with a request 
for further information and comments. After the comments and informa
tion received are considered, the decision is made whether or not an 
EIA is required. Public notification of the decision usually follows. 

J.3.2 Determination of the Coverage 

Once it has been decided to prepare an EIA, it is necessary to deter
mine the actions, alternatives and impact which should be covered in 
the report. Environmental Impact Assessments need to be presented so 
that they capture the attention of the decision-makers. This will not 
be achieved by providing excessive environmental data irrelevant to 
the decision-making process. 

Therefore, in addition to identifying significant environmental issues 
requiring study, it is necessary at this stage to eliminate or de-em
phasize issues which are unimportant. These latter issues can be cov
ered in the EIA by briefly stating why they will not have a signifi
cant effect. Where appropriate, reference can also be made to their 
coverage elsewhere, e.g. a previous EIA or in one that is proposed. 

J.3.3 Site Studies, Analysis and Documentation 

An Environmental Impact Assessment is a document which describes the 
means and environmental consequences of meeting the objectives of a 
proposal. In an outline an EIA should comprise: 
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(i) a statement of the objective or objectives the 
proposed action is designed to meet; 

(ii) a description of the options available to meet the 
objective(s); 

(iii) the reason why any particular option is favoured; 

(iv) a detailed description of the favoured option; 

(v) a description of the existing environment which is 
likely to be altered should the proposal be implemented; 

(vi) a prediction of the nature and magnitude of environ
mental effects (positive and negative) of the 
favoured option and a comparison of these with the 
effects of the other feasible options; 

(vii) an identification of social concerns; 

(viii) a statement of the relationship between the proposed 
activity which may be localised, short-term and 
exploitive in nature and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity; 

(ix) a description of any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be involved in 
the proposed action if implemented; and 

(x) a description of proposed monitoring and inspection 
procedures. 

The time necessary for preparation of an EIA will largely depend on 
the background information already available but will range from one 
to twelve months depending on the type and scope of the project. Some 
information on the potential impacts of a proposal can often be ob
tained by drawing on the experience of similar projects elsewhere. 
However, the generation of site-specific information frequently re
quires more time if base-line studies are lacking. To make allowance 
for seasonal considerations such as weather patterns, wave and swell 
sea conditions, animal breeding cycles or migratory species, a minimum 
of 12 months is usually essential for base-line studies if no data 
already exists. It is important therefore that such studies be set up 
early in the project design process. If this is done, then the re
sults can be integrated with the technical and economic evaluations 
and other feasibility studies which commonly require less time. 

J.3.4 Review 

Environmental Impact Assessments should be reviewed to check their 
relevance, completeness and objectivity. The review process should 
establish that all major environmental implications have been identi
fied and evaluated and that various options to reduce impacts or to 
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take advantage of enhancement opportunities have been adequately 
studied. 

The review should not only be seen as a check on the adequacy of the 
ElA, but equally valuable is the opportunity it provides for further 
refinement of the proposal itself. The degree of public participation 
and expertise employed by the reviewing agency often enables a de
velopment proposal to be placed in a wider context than was possible 
at the outset. As a consequence, previously unidentified impacts may 
be uncovered. More importantly, the review period is often the time 
when opportunities for environmental improvement are uncovered. 

J.3.5 Approval/Disapproval 

Formal written notice should be given with "conditions" attached as 
appropriate. 

J.3.6 Monitoring 

The government unit responsible for the impact assessment process must 
monitor compliance throughout the implementation stage of the project 
and have authority to issue "cease and desist" orders and be able to 
levy fines in the event of non-compliance. 
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BEACH AREA MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

K.l BEACH CHARACTERISTICS AND EROSION PROBLEMS 

The sand beaches of the Southeast Peninsula are a mixture of terres
trially-derived materials (quartz and several other minerals) and 
fragments of carbonate skeletons of marine organisms (corals, algae 
and mollusc shells). The proportions of terrestrial and marine 
components differ widely around beaches in the Peninsula. Those on 
the north shore, from Friar's Bay to Sand Bank Bay, contain much reef
derived coral material. In quieter waters, terrestrial material and 
non-reef, marine-derived algal sands predominate. Most beaches are 
slowly replenished by a sand supply from adjacent marine communities. 
While the rate of production of algal sediments is high, the rate at 
which fresh coral sediments are supplied to a beach is quite low. 
Generalizations cannot easily be made on the rate of supply of mineral 
sediments from land-based sources, but will rise as development on the 
Peninsula induces erosion and runoff which will increase terrestrial 
sediment inputs to coastal areas. 

The algal sediments are extremely brittle and break easily at each 
joint. When exposed to weathering action, the particles break down 
into fine sand and silt sizes which tend to slump back into the sea. 
Therefore, the stability of algal beaches is very dependent on a 
continuous supply of fresh algal material which in turn is dependent 
on high coastal water quality. 

All Peninsula beaches were classified in the previous Environmental 
Assessment Report (see Section 2.3.2 and Table 2.3). These beaches 
undergo natural cycles of erosion and redeposition. The cycles can 
easily be disturbed by headland erosion, by damaging associated coral 
reefs, by excessive sediments in coastal waters and by unconstrained 
beach sand mining. Marked, short-term beach retreat is more likely on 
leeward beaches of the Peninsula because of the greater range of vari
ation and wave regime between the normal quiet conditions and the rare 
storm with winds, waves and swells out of the southwest. 

Serious coastal erosion, the progressive loss of sand and sand beaches 
due to wave action, has been reported for St. Kitts since the late 
1960's (Deane, et ale 1973; Cambers, 1985). Severe erosion on the 
Peninsula shoreline-occurred during Hurricanes David (1979), Frederick 
(1979) and Klaus (1984) and continues at the present time in some 
areas. The most severely affected coastal areas are Banana and 
Cockleshell Bays, where large trees and shrubs are slumping onto the 
beach, and beach rock was found in October 1985. Ballast Bay has also 
changed significantly over time. 

The specific causes for the widespread accelerated coastal erosion are 
not clear, but the important point to remember is that erosion is an 
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on-going natural process that can be accelerated by inadvertent human 
intervention, thereby raising the risk of either more serious short or 
long-term damage. 

If the circumstances that have prevailed at Frigate Bay over the past 
ten years regarding the mining of beach and dune sand are any indi
cation, this will be the most significant form of human interference 
in the case of the Southeast Peninsula beaches. Surreptitious beach 
and dune sand mining will undoubtedly be the largest single contribu
tor to eventual beach erosion. The word "eventual" is important be
cause on leeward coasts, although large quantities of sand are exca
vated during a period extending over 4, 5 or 6 years, as long as mild 
wave conditions are experienced, only slight localized recession of 
the beach is generally experienced. On these coasts severe recession 
may be experienced over a wide stretch of beach following heavy swells 
or hurricane attack. In effect, on leeward coasts the erosive effect 
of sand mining may pass unnoticed for several years -- perhaps as much 
as a decade. The rate of recovery of shell-coral beaches from sand 
mining is very low; consequently, losses tend to be semi-permanent. 
Developers are also cautioned against the indiscriminate alteration of 
the beach profile. Even though no sand is removed, if it is simply 
moved around to create a more aesthetic or a more functional beach 
slope, the net result may be the loss of sand from the beach. (See 
Deane, et ~., 1973.) 

It is extremely important that a surveillance strategy to guard a
gainst the removal of beach and dune sand be mounted and that vio
lators be prosecuted early in the stages of Peninsula development so 
as to set an important precedent. The Peninsula simply cannot afford 
the casual disregard of the law and the potential negative impact of 
continued sand mining -- such as has been the case at Frigate Bay (see 
Towle, et al., 1985). A source of sand for construction uses can be 
selected from the rear or landward sides of the sand dune systems at 
North Friar's, Sand Bank, and Mosquito Bays. An Environmental Impact 
Assessment should be prepared to accompany any sand mining permit re
quest. 

K.2 BEACH SETBACK CONCERNS AND VARIABLES 

Setback guidelines for all structures built adjacent to SEP beaches 
are provided below, but actual building setback practices for back
beach areas should, in the main, be determined on a site-specific 
case-by-case basis by the project review permitting authority -
presumably the Planning Office and the proposed Environmental Planning 
Unit (EMU). It is difficult to establish a universally appropriate 
setback rule for all the Peninsula beaches because there are so many 
variables for any given bay and beach. Some key variables which need 
to be assessed for each and every prospective development site include 
the following: 
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1. Location, height, width, age, stability of existing 
sand berms and dune systems; 

2. Presence, proximity, type, dimensions and density 
of adjacent coral reef "wave and swell barriers"; 

3. Extent, density, root depth and type of sand stabiliz
ing strand vegetation on the dune or open area landward 
of the sandy beach and berms system; 

4. Historical or physical evidence of beach accretion, 
erosion, stability; 

5. Exposure (windward? leeward?) and wave/swell approach 
angles at different seasons of the year; 

6. Beach profiles, bay configuration, and benthic nearshore 
geometry. 

7. Beach sand composition (algal, coral, shell, mineral 
material) 

Coastal setback guidelines are used by land use planners and archi
tects not only to protect certain natural features of the area in back 
of the beach (as for example, displayed in Land Use Maps #1, 2, and 3 
which accompany this plan), but also are used as a design factor to 
protect the facilities that are built behind the beach against the 
hazards and risks of storm flooding and wave damage in these low-lying 
backbeach areas. Therefore, in addition to the fixed setback guide
lines (such as are provided in the Beach Control Ordinance) and those 
setback guidelines designed to protect specific environmental fea
tures, there is also a need to develop a separate setback rule for 
each beach on a customized basis. Much of the detailed information in 
the list of seven categories cited above is designed to be used for 
this purpose. 

In addition, there are some other ways to get at a general rule of 
thumb for the setback guidelines for a particular beach with a given 
set of configurations. In Deane's 1973 study on Eastern Caribbean 
coastal erosion, he presented a recommended minimum zoning or setback 
table keyed to beach sand composition (see Table K.l). In the same 
document he also provided, in tabular form, probability estimates for 
the height of hurricane storm surges and maximum hurricane wave 
heights. Summaries of these data is presented in Tables K.2 and K.3. 

An alternative, more conservative, approach was taken recently by an 
UNESCO consultant, Dr. Gillian Cambers, who, on the basis of extensive 
investigations in the state of St. Kitts and Nevis, recommends "a 
setback of 100m from the high-tide mark on ... lowland coasts." 

To summarise, while the Beach Control Ordinance which involves a fifty 
yard setback is suitable as a general minimum rule, there are good 
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reasons to extend the setback line inland for various beach sites de
pending on the degree of protection desired and the risk factor as 
determined from existing information about the site. We hasten to 
note that the setback rule however arrived at only prohibits certain 
kinds of building and facilities in the high-risk zone and encourages 
cautious planning by way of a permitting process that requires the 
proponent or developer to justify the siting of any facility or build
ing of any kind in this high-risk zone. For this reason, an Environ
mental Impact Assessment is essential because it forces the developer 
to explore all of the alternatives before arguing for the siting of a 
particular activity in the setback area. 
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Table K.l. Preliminary recommended setback regulations. 

SEDIMENT TYPE 
(see below for key) 

EXPOSURE MINIMUM WIDTH LANDWARD 
of HWM (in feet) 

A, A - m, A - sc Windward, exposed 
Windward, protected 
Leeward, exposed 
Leeward, protected 

100 
100 
250 
150 

A - M, A - SC, 
M - A, SC - A 

Windward, exposed 
Windward, protected 
Leeward, exposed 
Leeward, protected 

100 
100 
200 
100 

M - a, Sc - a, 
M, SC, M - SC, 
SC - M 

Windward, exposed 
Windward, protected 
Leeward, exposed 
Leeward, protected 

60 
60 

150 
100 

Note: These recommendations do not apply to beaches or coasts 
where active erosion, from natural causes, is being ex
perienced or can be documented. 

The classification of the beach sand is given by the 
"origin" method described as follows: 

Algal Sand A: 40 - 10m~ a: 10 - 39% 

Mineral Sand M: 40 - 100% m: 10 - 39~~ 

Shell - Coral Sand SC: 40 - lom~ sc: 10 - 39% 

In all cases, the type of sand present in greater quantities 
is given first, e.g., M - SC indicates sand of mineral and 
shell composition, each greater than 40%, but with a higher 
percentage of mineral grains present. 

Source: Adapted from Deane, et al., 1973 (Vol. 5, Table 2.3). 
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Table K.2. Probable hurricane surge heights on open coasts. 

TIME EXCEEDED ISLANDS SURGE HEIGHT (ft) 

Once in 5 years Grenada to Anguilla 
(includes St. Kitts) 

0.5 

Once in 15-20 years Dominica, Antigua, 
Barbuda, Montserrat, 
St. Kitts, Nevis, 
Anguilla 

2.0 

NB. Add Surge Height to MHW (Mean High Water) from Tide Tables, 
then add the appropriate wave height design figure from 
Table K.3 to calculate wave run-up and overwash. 

Source: Adapted from Deane, et al., 1973 (Vol. 1, Table 3.3). 

Table K.3. Design hurricane waves. 

TI ME EXCEEDED ISLANDS WAVE HEIGHT 
Ho (ft) 

WAVE PERIOD 
Ts (sec) 

Once in 5 years 

Once in 20 years 

Grenada to Anguilla 
(includes St. Kitts) 

Dominica, Antigua, 
Barbuda, Montserrat, 
St. Kitts, Nevis, 
Anguilla 

10 

25 

NB. (1) The waves can approach the Peninsula coast from any 
seaward direction except N to NW. 

(2) Add figure from this table to Hurricane Surge Height 
shown in Table K.2. 

Source: Adapted from Deane, et al., 1973 (Vol. 1, Table 3.6). 

7 

11 
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THE "SOUTHEAST PENINSULA NATIONAL PARK" CONCEPT 

L.l YESTERDAY 

From time to time, the idea of creating some kind of system of pro
tected areas or even a national park on the Southeast Peninsula has 
surfaced. The 1981 ECNAMP survey of management alternatives for the 
SEP (see Jackson, 1981) outlined various low profile, mixed devel
opment options, including the establishment of a Southeast Peninsula 
National Park. It also noted that " ••• a national parks authority 
must be established by appropriate legislation •.. [and that] ••. a 
management plan for the National Park should be prepared detailing 
zoning considerations." 

The accompanying plan (see Map 12 in Jackson, 1981) called for a 
wildlife zone of 400 acres split between Friar's Bay and Green Point 
and approximately 2,000 acres of a "protected landscape" zone (Nag's 
Head peninsula, St. Anthony's Hill and Salt Pond Hill, plus the west
ern cliff areas from White House to Friar's Bays). It also suggested 
that all coastal shelf areas, except the one mile strip from Ballast 
to White House Bay, be designated a "coastal marine reserve." The 
remainder of the Peninsula -- perhaps a thousand acres -- was to be 
open to development, for tourism, agriculture, aquaculture, and low 
density residential housing. 

As part of the ECNAMP investigation that preceded the report, the team 
conducted an interview survey of 150 persons at the Basseterre Market 
who, when asked about priorities for developing the Peninsula, ranked 
"national park" as the highest among six categories (agriculture was 
second). Obviously, it is neither a new idea nor one without some 
level of grassroots support. 

In retrospect, the ECNAMP concept (and in fact the entire study) was 
useful but perhaps premature -- an idea that surfaced before its time. 
Maybe, however, the time has come to re-examine the prospects of 
treating some aspects of the proposed Peninsula road and development 
activity within a "park management" framework. Perhaps we should 
start with a quick look at what the concept "park" means in 1986. 

L.2 TODAY 

A park is nothing more than an enclosed parcel of land, small or large 
for which specific uses have been identified and for which specific 
management strategies are employed to ensure that the designated uses 
are facilitated and to minimize intrusions upon those uses. There are 
many types of parks. 
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1. Industrial parks which are established to attract investment 
and industry, often of a particular type. Industrial parks tend to 
emphasise the user's need for a guaranteed steady flow of specific 
kinds of services, i.e., water, power, transport, etc. 

2. Theme parks which normally have an "entertainment" objective 
and are targeted to specific younger client groups requiring a recrea
tional experience with "educational" trimmings. Disneyland, the Epcot 
Centre, and Busch Gardens in the United States as well as "marine
lands" and seaquariums are examples of theme parks. 

3. Commercial parks which are customized shopping centres or 
freeport zones in a landscaped setting that is "park-like." 

4. Natural parks which emphasise a particular landscape feature 
like the forested areas of Guadaloupe in the French West Indies or the 
Caroni Swamp in Trinidad (NB. some natural parks are also "national" 
parks) • 

5. Recreational parks such as Brewer's Bay or Magens Bay in St. 
Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands, both of which are managed as public rec
reational areas but within a park setting. To a degree South Frigate 
Bay Beach is de facto a recreational park and will increasingly re
quire management controls as such. 

6. Historic parks which include special management strategies for 
areas like Brimstone Hill, the Christians ted Historic District in St. 
Croix, the Cabrits National Park in Dominica, or the Morne or Pigeon 
Island in St. Lucia. (Again some of these, but not all are national 
parks that are managed in the national interest by a central gov
ernment.) 

7. National parks, some of which are individual parks within a 
larger national park system such as the park on St. John in the U.S. 
Virgin Islands or the Morne Trois Piton Park in Dominica. 

8. Parkways which are landscaped highways that are managed as 
linear "park" areas. 

All of the above have one thing in common. All represent a demarcated 
area that has been set aside for special management purposes. Many 
have business-oriented implications. Most emphasise compatible land 
use, landscape enhancement, some protected and limited use classifi
cation, education, recreation and enjoyment. Some of them have char
acteristics within them that cut across sectoral definitions. For ex
ample, the Virgin Islands National Park on St. John has within it both 
historic components, e.g., the stablized ruins at Annaberg and at Reef 
Bay, plus a functioning very popular, low-key campground run as a con
cession, a second privately operated campground located within park 
boundaries, plus one of the most successful high-priced hotels in the 
Caribbean region, the Caneel Bay Plantation surrounded entirely by the 
Park. 



L-3 

The point is that a park area can serve multiple use objectives which 
will, of course, affect the management strategies employed. The park 
framework serves as an ideal, well managed and customised setting for 
a set of compatible uses -- namely, a mix of specific kinds of tourism 
and recreational facilities and activities. 

L.3 TOMORROW 

One could foresee the possibility of declaring the entire Peninsula a 
park (i.e., the Southeast Peninsula National Park) and then, within 
this framework, develop the site as a unique tourist attraction, al
lowing each landowner to proceed to develop his/her property as indi
vidually defined, whether for tourism, residential or other compatible 
purposes. The objective of the park would be to create a sustainable 
environment and support system for tourism, for recreational develop
ment, for maintainence of wildlife and natural features, and for the 
establishment of commercial enterprises such as marinas -- all de
signed to generate optimum revenues and encourage private sector 
business activity on a sustainable basis within the framework of an 
absolutely unique Eastern Caribbean setting. Why not a tourism com
plex operating under the "umbrella" of the Southeast Peninsula Na
tional Park? Imagine the value of this approach as a marketing tool. 
Every hotel would be (and could say that it is) located in a national 
park -- in a protected environment, in harmony with nature. 

Park management and regulatory procedures would have to be established 
which did not infringe on or inhibit private sector development. 
Careful attention would have to be paid to protecting the amenities of 
the area, specifically its archeological and historical features and 
natural areas, quality of access roads, maintainence of clean beaches 
and recreational facilities. It would help to develop modest educa
tional and research activities on the Peninsula that could function 
also as an oversight or quality control mechanism. It would even be 
conceivable to construct the township as a "Kittitian Village" or to 
consider restoring the mill (as Barbados and St. Croix have done) at 
the Fleming Estate. 

The presence of the park and its management structure would guarantee 
quality maintenance of landscape features such as scenic vistas, 
roads, wildlife habitats, an unpolluted, unspoiled yet diverse and 
functional ecosystem. In effect, the St. Kitts and Nevis Government 
and the landowners could say that they had entered into a covenant or 
"pact with nature," that they had set aside an entire Peninsula (which 
is a unique land form in the Eastern Caribbean) for both tourism and 
public recreational opportunities. The emphasis would be on low-key, 
high-value human activity while maintaining a place of style with a 
superior quality control system. 
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GUIDELINES FOR EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 

M.l CONTROL PLANS 

Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) must be included as a primary de
velopment objective for Southeast Peninsula construction. If it is 
viewed as an add-on feature, to satisfy regulatory requirements, then 
it may be difficult to implement, more expensive overall and certainly 
not as effective as an integrated work item in normal construction 
procedures. 

By its very nature, construction is a dynamic process. It alters the 
terrain, changes surface water flow patterns, removes vegetation and 
increases run-off. Thus, erosion/sediment control planning needs to 
be flexible and responsive to various types of conditions. In the 
development of an ESC plan, five basic, common-sense principles govern 
(EPA, 1976): 

(1) Plan the operation including the ESC plan to fit the 
topography, soils, waterways, and natural vegetation 
at the site. 

(2) Expose the smallest practical area of land for the 
shortest possible time. 

(3) Apply soil erosion control practices as a first line 
of defence against off-site damage. 

(4) Apply sediment control practices as a second line 
of defence against off-site damage. 

(5) Implement a thorough maintenance programme, during 
and after operations are completed. 

M.l.l Planning 

The prior planning and integration of the ESC plan into the construc
ion operation is essential for its effective functioning. The right 
measures need to be applied at the appropriate time. This does mean 
that the ESC plan needs to be understood, and regarded as important 
and necessary, by all parties involved, particularly the contractor 
who will implement the plan. 

The planners/designers should have at their disposal relevant informa
ion regarding the site and its environment. This at the least should 
include (Porter, 1976): 
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- information about soils, geology and climatic conditions 
- topographic information including contours that will 

adequately describe the area 
- information about the drainage patterns on the site and on 

surrounding influencing areas; channel flow and conditions, 
ponds and streams (guts) should be included 

- vegetative cover and conditions should be mapped and unique 
vegetative areas delineated 

- location maps of the site relative to guts, trails or other 
prominent features. 

For the Southeast Peninsula most of this information is available in 
current publications or reports (see Island Resources Foundation, 
1986; Roughton, 1980 and 1981; Lashley, 1985, and Lang and Carroll, 
1966). 

Needless to say, one or more site visit by the design/planning team is 
essential to appreciate the opportunities and constraints of the site. 

M.l.2 Minimizing Exposure 

The second principle is to expose the smallest area of disturbed land 
for the shortest possible time. It is the most cost effective way to 
minimize erosion and sedimentation damages. 

The phasing or scheduling of earth moving activities is crucial in 
this respect. The clearing and movement of earth from excessive areas 
at the development site ahead of the main construction activities is 
an unnecessary invitatioQ to erosion and sediment trouble. Initial 
earth moving activities should proceed work only far enough ahead to 
prevent disruption of the overall schedule of activities. 

Scheduling activities to allow for localized weather conditions will 
influence job progress and minimize the need for specific erosion/ 
sediment control measures. Most, if not all, of the Eastern Caribbean 
islands experience the wettest part of the year and hence the greatest 
erosion risk, in the fall months (hurricane season) with a secondary 
wet season in the spring months of April and May. Planning of ESC 
measures with the weather factor in mind will greatly enhance the 
effectiveness of the effort. 

M.l.3 Erosion Control 

The third important ESC measure is to employ effective erosion control 
practices at areas that have been disturbed. It will minimize the 
production of sediment and hence reduce the cost to maintain the 
sediment control measures. Control does not begin with the perimeter 
sediment basin but rather at the source of the sediment and extends 
down to the basin. Erosion control should be in place as soon as 
possible to limit the exposure risk. 
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Erosion control has two principal features: 1) the shielding of ex
posed earth from raindrops impact and 2) the control of run-off which 
in itself is an erosion force. 

Shielding of exposed areas can be accomplished through revegetation 
and/or the application of one of a number of surface materials which 
break the impact of raindrops. Materials locally available should be 
explored; bagasse, a sugar cane plant by-product, could be suitable 
when available. 

The control of storm run-off is exceedingly important. If it is not 
properly dealt with, it can easily destroy and render useless all 
other measures. This becomes even more crucial in areas of steep ter
rain where run-off rapidly collects and builds up high erosive veloci
ties. Not only can extensive damage be done to partially completed 
works, but as construction efforts proceed, it alters the terrain and 
drainage characteristics. 

EPA (1976), Porter (1976), TRB No. 221, (1980), TRB No. 70 (1980) 
provide specific technical details regarding application of erosion 
control measures. Review of those and/or other publications is recom
mended for the preparation of ESC plans for the Southeast Peninsula. 

M.l.4 Sediment Control 

A second line of defence is provided by sediment control. Invariably 
some erosion will occur and the materials transported with storm run
off. Sediment control is aimed at prevention of the transport of 
detached soil portions from leaving the site and causing damage in the 
receiving waters or lower lying lands. 

Sediment control is essentially the slowing down of run-off so that 
the sediment load will settle out. Coarser particles will readily 
settle out whereas fine clay particles may take exceedingly long. The 
latter can usually not be settled out as the size settling basin re
quired becomes impractical. However, if a comprehensive erosion and 
sediment control programme is in effect, then the finer clay particles 
have a negligible effect, except in some special cases. 

A number of specific sediment controls are available and details found 
in the above referenced literature. 

M.l.5 Maintenance and Follow Up 

All erosion and sediment control practices require routine inspection, 
repair and maintenance until their function is fulfilled. When prob
lems are discovered, remedial action needs to be taken expeditiously. 
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Particular attention needs to be given to water handling structures 
(such as diversions, sediment traps, grade control structures, and 
sediment basins) and areas being revegetated. Sediment basins must be 
cleaned out when their remaining volume becomes ineffective in re
moving sediment. Removed sediment must be disposed of in a manner 
that it does not create new sediment problems. Its disposal method 
needs to be clearly spelled out in the ESC plan. 

Upon completion of construction activities, all areas need to be 
stable and no further erosion and sediment transport active. 

M.2 SUMMARY 

The five basic principles briefly discussed above provide a broad ov
erview of an erosion and sediment control plan for construction oper
ations. It provides the basic key elements which an ESC plan should 
provide. The plan in order to be adequately understood by the various 
parties involved should contain both a written description and clear 
and detailed drawings (see "information checklist" provided as Table 
M.l) • 
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Table M.l. Information checklist for an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. General: 

Location of project 
Extent of area to be affected 

(directly and indirectly) 
Type of construction operation 

2. Si te inventory: 

Topography 
Geologic analysis 
Soil analysis 
Climatic analysis 
Hydrologic analysis 
Vegetative analysis 
Land use analysis 
Critical areas 

SCHEDULE OF ACTIVITES 

Site Preparation 

1. Access roads and staging areas: 

Plan view (location) 
Typical cross section 
Profiles 
Maintenance requirements and schedule 

2. Drainage and sediment control structures: 

Plan view (location) 
Typical cross sections 
Details (where needed) 
Design computations (where needed) 
Maintenance requirements and schedule 
Adaptation to changing site conditions 

3. Clearing and grubbing: 

Plan views of limits of areas to be 
cleared 

Description of procedure 
Machinery to be used 
Method of disposing of timber, brush and 

waste materials 
Identification of critical areas requiring 

temporary stabilization 
Phasing plan for clearing 

Construction Operations 

1. Scalping: 

Methods of scalping topsoil material 
Equipment to be used 
Plan view of topsoil storage areas 
Temporary vegetative stablization of 

stockpile areas, or other methods 
to be used 

2. Excavation/Fill.and Construction: 

Method of spoil handling 
Plan view of spoil storage areas 
Stormwater handling in spoil storage areas 
Temporary stabilization measures 
Permanent stabilization measures 
Final disposition excess spoil materials 

Reclamation Operations 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Handling of toxic materials (if any) : 

Method of handling toxic material 
Equipment to be used 

Spoil rehandling and grading: 

Typical cross section of regrading 
Equipment to be used 
Method of spreading topsoil or upper 

horizon material on the regraded 
area, including approximate thickness 
of the final surfacing material 

Method of drainage control for the final 
regraded area 

Revegetation: 

Method to be used 
Surface preparation 
Critical area priorities 
Nursery requirements 
Fertilizer application (method and rate) 
Mulch application (method and rate) 
Maintenance requirements and schedule 

Source: Adapted from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1976. 
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PENINSULA TRAIL SYSTEM 

N.l HIKING TRAILS 

Hiking and walking trails are a practical and effective means of in
creasing the tourist appeal of a destination by broadening its mar
ketable product, i.e., expanding the opportunities for visitor relaxa
tion, enjoyment, education, and self-directed activity with little 
capital cost and substantial help from "Mother Nature" who provides 
the scenery and wildlife. The thoughtful development of a Southeast 
Peninsula trails system has the double advantage of also providing a 
needed recreational and educational service to the local community. 

A trail system is in a sense the exact opposite of a hotel facility 
because it involves active tourist participation and absentee man
agement -- and is popular with many tourists for this very reason. It 
is a private affair, a change of pace, a unique local experience for 
the non-sedentary visitor escaping from urban stress, high technology, 
crowds and noise. 

Establishing an effective hiking trail system is not a simple matter 
of cutting a bit of scrub with a bush crew and cutlasses. Trails 
should link attractions and unique features generally not otherwise 
accessible (e.g., peaks, scenic overlooks, isolated pocket beaches, 
special floral and faunal areas), and this requires a "trail plan." 
Easements need to be negotiated. Slope needs to be considered in 
order to rank trails as to their degree of difficulty; mileage between 
intersections must be measured and posted along with proper direction 
markers. A handout map and interpretive (educational) brochure (with 
rules) should be prepared and printed, first aid stations identified 
and stocked, and interpretive markers or signs prepared and erected at 
archaeological or historical sites. Provisions need to be made for 
trail maintenance, for waste containers and pick-up at marked loca
tions, and for camping areas (if camping is one of the planned uses). 

St. John (U.S. Virgin Islands), Montserrat and Dominica each has 
developed a popular hiking trail system linking park areas -- with 
rain shelters, graded trails and even guided "hikes" run by a natur
alist/forester. On St. John, the trail system covers virtually the 
entire island, crossing but not using any paved roads. All trails are 
marked at each intersection, starting point and road crossing point. 
They are extremely popular and heavily used. A Southeast Peninsula 
hiking trail system should have high priority as an amenity organised 
by Government (the project could begin immediately). A local hiking 
club, youth group or other athletically or nature-oriented organisa
tions could probably be enlisted to assist with trail system planning, 
construction and maintenance -- an activity which should be included 
in any SEP Environmental Education Programme. 
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N.2 HORSEBACK RIDING TRAILS 

Design criteria for a riding trail system differ considerably from 
those outlined above for hiking paths. A riding trail system lends 
itself to both commercial development and private sector management, 
requires flatter terrain and a wider graded dirt or gravel path, 
ideally without protruding rocks or tree roots, and is likely to be 
more dedicated to tourist use, if only because renting a horse and 
saddle by the hour can be expensive. 

The right-of-way easement problem is very much the same and must be 
dealt with through a planning and negotiation process with affected 
landowners. It is possible that a right-of-transit easement with an 
unsepecified routing might be preferred by owners who have not yet 
settled on a site development plan and would be reluctant to commit 
themselves to a precise riding trail route across their property at 
this time even when they see the value of doing so. 

If no one is charged with responsibility for developing the horseback 
riding trail system on the Peninsula, it will not happen; and the re
sult will be an unsatisfactory practice of riders using feeder and 
access roads and the flatter stretches of some hiking trails and even 
beach areas -- all undesirable eventualities and often in conflict 
with vehicular traffic. 


