














Endangered Species A plant or animal species listed under the Endangered Species Act that is

(Federal): in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
Endangered Species A plant or animal species in danger of becoming extinct or extirpated in
(State): the state within the near future if factors contributing to its decline

continue. Populations of these species are at critically low levels or
their habitats have been degraded or depleted to a significant degree.

Environmental A concise public document, prepared in compliance with the National
Assessment (EA): Environmental Policy Act, that briefly discusses the purpose and need
for an action, alternatives to such action, and provides sufficient
evidence and analysis of impacts to determine whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement or finding of no significant
impact (40 CFR 1508.9).

Environmental Impact A detailed written statement required by section 102(2)(C) of the

Statement (EIS): National Environmental Policy Act, analyzing the environmental
impacts of a proposed action, adverse effects of the project that cannot
be avoided, alternative courses of action, short-term uses of the
environment versus the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity, and any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources (40 CFR 1508.11).

Estuary: The wide lower course of a river into which the tides flow. The area
where the tide meets a river current.

Finding of No A document prepared in compliance with the National Environmental
Significant Impact Policy Act, supported by an environmental assessment, that briefly
(FONSI): presents why a federal action will have no significant effect on the

human environment and for which an environmental impact statement,
therefore, will not be prepared (40 CFR 1508.13).

Goal: Descriptive, open-ended, and often broad statement of desired future
conditions that conveys a purpose but does not define measurable
units (Service Manual 620 FW 1.6J).

Habitat: Suite of existing environmental conditions required by an organism for
survival and reproduction. The place where an organism typically lives.

Habitat Restoration: Management emphasis designed to move ecosystems to desired
conditions and processes, and/or to healthy ecosystems.

Habitat Type: See “Vegetation Type”.
Improvement Act: The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.
Informed Consent: The grudging willingness of opponents to “go along” with a course of

action that they actually oppose (Bleiker).
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Issue:

Management
Alternative:

Management Concern:

Management
Opportunity:

Migration:
Mission Statement:

Monitoring:

National Environmental

Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA):

National Wildlife
Refuge System
Improvement Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-
57).

National Wildlife
Refuge System
Mission:

National Wildlife
Refuge System:

Any unsettled matter that requires a management decision [e.g., an
initiative, opportunity, resource management problem, threat to the
resources of the unit, conflict in uses, public concern, or other presence
of an undesirable resource condition (Service Manual 602 FW 1.6K)].

See “Alternative”.

See “Issue”.

See “Issue”.

The seasonal movement from one area to another and back.
Succinct statement of the unit’s purpose and reason for being.

The process of collecting information to track changes of selected
parameters over time.

Requires all agencies, including the Service, to examine the
environmental impacts of their actions, incorporate environmental
information, and use public participation in the planning and
implementation of all actions. Federal agencies must integrate NEPA
with other planning requirements, and prepare appropriate NEPA
documents to facilitate better environmental decision-

making (40 CFR 1500).

Under the Refuge Improvement Act, the Fish and Wildlife Service is
required to develop 15-year comprehensive conservation plans for all
national wildlife refuges outside Alaska. The Act also describes the six
public uses given priority status within the Refuge System (i.e., hunting,
fishing, wildlife observation, wildlife photography, and environmental
education and interpretation).

The mission is to administer a national network of lands and waters for
the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of
the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the
United States for the benefit of present and future generations of
Americans.

Various categories of areas administered by the Secretary of the
Interior for the conservation of fish and wildlife, including species
threatened with extinction; all lands, waters, and interests therein
administered by the Secretary as wildlife refuges; areas for the
protection and conservation of fish and wildlife that are threatened with
extinction; wildlife ranges; game ranges; wildlife management areas; or
waterfowl production areas.

142

Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges



National Wildlife
Refuge:

Native Species:

Noxious Weed:

Objective:

Plant Association:

Plant Community:

Preferred Alternative:

Prescribed Fire:

Priority Species:

Public Involvement
Plan:

A designated area of land, water, or an interest in land or water within
the Refuge System.

Species that normally live and thrive in a particular ecosystem.

A plant species designated by federal or state law as generally
possessing one or more of the following characteristics: aggressive or
difficult to manage; parasitic; a carrier or host of serious insect or
disease; or non-native, new, or not common to the United States.
According to the Federal Noxious Weed Act (P.L. 93-639), a noxious
weed is one that causes disease or had adverse effects on man or his
environment and therefore is detrimental to the agriculture and
commerce of the United States and to the public health.

A concise statement of what we want to achieve, how much we want to
achieve, when and where we want to achieve it, and who is responsible
for the work. Obijectives derive from goals and provide the basis for
determining strategies, monitoring refuge accomplishments, and
evaluating the success of strategies. Making objectives attainable,
time-specific, and measurable (Service Manual 602 FW 1.6N).

A classification of plant communities based on the similarity in
dominants of all layers of vascular species in a climax community.

An assemblage of plant species unique in its composition; occurs in
particular locations under particular influences; a reflection or
integration of the environmental influences on the site such as sails,
temperature, elevation, solar radiation, slope, aspect, and rainfall;
denotes a general kind of climax plant community.

This is the alternative determined (by the decision-maker) to best
achieve the refuge purpose, vision, and goals; contributes to the
Refuge System mission, addresses the significant issues; and is
consistent with principles of sound fish and wildlife management.

The application of fire to wildland fuels to achieve identified land use
objectives (Service Manual 621 FW 1.7). May occur from natural
ignition or intentional ignition.

Fish and wildlife species that require protective measures and/or
management guidelines to ensure their perpetuation. Priority species
include the following: (1) State-listed and candidate species; (2)
species or groups of animals susceptible to significant population
declines within a specific area or statewide by virtue of their inclination
to aggregate (e.g., seabird colonies); and (3) species of recreation,
commercial, and/or tribal importance.

Broad long-term guidance for involving the public in the comprehensive
conservation planning process.
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Public Involvement: A process that offers impacted and interested individuals and
organizations an opportunity to become informed about, and to express
their opinions on Service actions and policies. In the process, these
views are studied thoroughly and thoughtful consideration of public
views is given in shaping decisions for refuge management.

Public: Individuals, organizations, and groups; officials of federal, state, and
local government agencies; Indian tribes; and foreign nations. It may
include anyone outside the core planning team. It includes those who
may or may not have indicated an interest in service issues and those
who do or do not realize that Service decisions may affect them.

Purposes of the “The purposes specified in or derived from the law, proclamation,
Refuge: executive order, agreement, public land order, donation document, or
administrative memorandum establishing, authorizing, or expanding a
refuge, refuge unit, or refuge sub-unit.” For refuges that encompass
congressionally designated wilderness, the purposes of the Wilderness
Act are additional purposes of the refuge (Service Manual
602 FW 106 S).

Recommended Areas studied and found suitable for wilderness designation by both the

Wilderness: Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Secretary of the
Department of the Interior, and recommended for designation by the
President to Congress. These areas await only legislative action by
Congress in order to become part of the Wilderness System. Such
areas are also referred to as “pending in Congress” (Draft Service
Manual 610 FW 1.5).

Record of Decision A concise public record of decision prepared by the federal agency,

(ROD): pursuant to NEPA, that contains a statement of the decision,
identification of all alternatives considered, identification of the
environmentally preferable alternative, a statement as to whether all
practical means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the
alternative selected have been adopted (and if not, why they were not),
and a summary of monitoring and enforcement where applicable for
any mitigation (40 CFR 1505.2).

Refuge Goal: See “Goal".

Refuge Purposes: See “Purposes of the Refuge”.

Songbirds: A category of birds that is medium to small, perching landbirds. Most
(Also Passerines) are territorial singers and migratory.

Step-down A plan that provides specific guidance on management subjects (e.g.,
Management Plan: habitat, public use, fire, and safety) or groups of related subjects. It

describes strategies and implementation schedules for meeting CCP
goals and objectives (Service Manual 602 FW 1.6 U).
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Strategy:

Study Area:

Threatened Species
(Federal):

Threatened Species
(State):

Tiering:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Mission:

Unit Objective:

Vegetation Type,
Habitat Type, Forest
Cover Type:

Vision Statement:

A specific action, tool, technique, or combination of actions, tools, and
techniques used to meet unit objectives (Service Manual
602 FW 1.6 U).

The area reviewed in detail for wildlife, habitat, and public use potential.
For purposes of this CCP, the study area includes the lands within the
currently approved refuge boundary and potential refuge

expansion areas.

Species listed under the Endangered Species Act that are likely to
become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant portion of their range.

A plant or animal species likely to become endangered in the state
within the near future if factors contributing to population decline or
habitat degradation or loss continue.

The coverage of general matters in broader environmental impact
statements with subsequent narrower statements of environmental
analysis, incorporating by reference, the general discussions and
concentrating on specific issues (40 CFR 1508.28).

The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is working with others
to conserve, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats for
the continuing benefit of the American people.

See “Objective”.

A land classification system based upon the concept of distinct plant
associations.

A concise statement of what the planning unit should be, or what we
hope to do, based primarily upon the Refuge System mission and
specific refuge purposes, and other mandates. We will tie the vision
statement for the refuge to the mission of the Refuge System; the
purpose(s) of the refuge; the maintenance or restoration of the
ecological integrity of each refuge and the Refuge System; and other
mandates (Service Manual 602 FW 1.6 Z).
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Wilderness Study Lands and waters identified through inventory as meeting the definition

Areas: of wilderness and undergoing evaluation for recommendation for
inclusion in the Wilderness System. A study area must meet the
following criteria:

= Generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of
nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable;

= Has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation; and

= Has at least 5,000 contiguous roadless acres or is sufficient in size
as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired
condition (Draft Service Manual 610 FW 1.5).

Wilderness: See “Designated Wilderness”.

Wildfire: A free-burning fire requiring a suppression response; all fire other than
prescribed fire that occurs on wildlands (Service Manual 621 FW 1.7).

Wildland Fire: Every wildland fire is either a wildfire or a prescribed fire (Service
Manual 621 FW 1.3

146 Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ATV All Terrain Vehicle
BINWR  Buck Island National Wildlife Refuge
BIRNM  Buck Island Reef National Monument (NPS-managed)

BCC Birds of Conservation Concern

BRT Biological Review Team

CCP Comprehensive Conservation Plan

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

cfs cubic feet per second

CWCS Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy
DEA Drug Enforcement Administration

DFW Division of Fish and Wildlife (of the USVI Department of Planning and Natural Resources)
DHS Department of Homeland Security

DOI Department of the Interior

DPNR Department of Planning and Natural Resources (U.S. Virgin Islands)

EA Environmental Assessment

EE environmental education

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ESA Endangered Species Act

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FBI Federal Bureau of Investigation

FR Federal Register

FTE full-time equivalent

FWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (also Service or USFWS)
FY Fiscal Year

GIS Global Information System

GCNWR Green Cay National Wildlife Refuge
IBA Important Bird Area

ICE Immigration and Customs Enforcement
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NPS National Park Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NWF National Wildlife Federation

NWR National Wildlife Refuge

NWRS  National Wildlife Refuge System

PFT Permanent Full Time

RHPO  Regional Historic Preservation Officer
RM Refuge Manual

RNA Research Natural Area

ROD Record of Decision

RONS  Refuge Operating Needs System

RRP Refuge Roads Program

SHPO  State (Territorial) Historic Preservation Officer (of the U.S. Virgin Islands)
SPNWR Sandy Point National Wildlife Refuge

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (also FWS or Service)

TAMU  Texas A & M University, College Station, TX

TFT Temporary Full Time

uScC United States Code
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usvi United States Virgin Islands
VIDPNR U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
YCC Youth Conservation Corps
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Appendix Ill. Relevant Legal Mandates and Executive
Orders

STATUTE DESCRIPTION

Outlines administrative procedures to be followed by federal agencies
with respect to identification of information to be made public;
publication of material in the Federal Register; maintenance of records;
attendance and notification requirements for specific meetings and
hearings; issuance of licenses; and review of agency actions.

Administrative Procedures
Act (1946)

Provides penalties for unauthorized collection, excavation, or
destruction of historic or prehistoric ruins, monuments, or objects of
American Antiquities Act of | antiquity on lands owned or controlled by the United States. The
1906 Act authorizes the President to designate as national monuments
objects or areas of historic or scientific interest on lands owned or
controlled by the Unites States.

Protects the inherent right of Native Americans to believe, express,
American Indian Religious and exercise their traditional religions, including access to important
Freedom Act of 1978 sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to
worship through ceremonial and traditional rites.

Intended to prevent discrimination of and make American society
more accessible to people with disabilities. The Act requires

Americans With Disabilities . . .
reasonable accommodations to be made in employment, public

Act of 1990 . . . L
services, public accommodations, and telecommunications for
persons with disabilities.
Authorizes the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce to enter into
cooperative agreements with states and other nonfederal interests
Anadromous Fish for conservation, development, and enhancement of anadromous
Conservation Act of 1965, fish and contribute up to 50 percent as the federal share of the cost
as amended of carrying out such agreements. Reclamation construction

programs for water resource projects needed solely for such fish
are also authorized.

Archaeological Resources This Act strengthens and expands the protective provisions of the
Protection Act of 1979, as Antiquities Act of 1906 regarding archaeological resources. It also
amended. revised the permitting process for archaeological research.

Requires that buildings and facilities designed, constructed, or
altered with federal funds, or leased by a federal agency, must
comply with standards for physical accessibility.

Architectural Barriers Act of
1968

Prohibits the possession, sale or transport of any bald or golden
eagle, alive or dead, or part, nest, or egg except as permitted by
the Secretary of the Interior for scientific or exhibition purposes, or
for the religious purposes of Indians.

Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act of 1940, as
amended
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STATUTE

DESCRIPTION

Bankhead-Jones Farm
Tenant Act of 1937

Directs the Secretary of Agriculture to develop a program of land
conservation and utilization in order to correct maladjustments in
land use and thus assist in such things as control of soil erosion,
reforestation, conservation of natural resources and protection of
fish and wildlife. Some early refuges and hatcheries were
established under authority of this Act.

Cave Resources Protection
Act of 1988

Established requirements for the management and protection of
caves and their resources on federal lands, including allowing the
land managing agencies to withhold the location of caves from the
public, and requiring permits for any removal or collecting activities
in caves on federal lands.

Clean Air Act of 1970

Regulates air emissions from area, stationary, and mobile sources.
This Act and its amendments charge federal land managers with
direct responsibility to protect the “air quality and related values” of
land under their control. These values include fish, wildlife, and
their habitats.

Clean Water Act of 1974,
as amended

This Act and its amendments have as its objective the restoration
and maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity
of the Nation’s waters. Section 401 of the Act requires that
federally permitted activities comply with the Clean Water Act
standards, state water quality laws, and any other appropriate state
laws. Section 404 charges the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with
regulating discharge of dredge or fill materials into waters of the
United States, including wetlands.

Coastal Barrier Resources
Act of 1982 (CBRA)

Identifies undeveloped coastal barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf
Coasts and included them in the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier
Resources System (CBRS). The objectives of the act are to
minimize loss of human life, reduce wasteful federal expenditures,
and minimize the damage to natural resources by restricting most
federal expenditures that encourage development within the CBRS.

Coastal Barrier
Improvement Act of 1990

Reauthorized the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA), expanded
the CBRS to include undeveloped coastal barriers along the Great
Lakes and in the Caribbean, and established “Otherwise Protected
Areas (OPAs).” The Service is responsible for maintaining official
maps, consulting with federal agencies that propose spending federal
funds within the CBRS and OPAs, and making recommendations to
Congress about proposed boundary revisions.

Coastal Wetlands Planning,
Protection, and Restoration
(1990)

Authorizes the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service to
participate in the development of a Louisiana coastal wetlands
restoration program, participate in the development and oversight
of a coastal wetlands conservation program, and lead in the
implementation and administration of a national coastal wetlands
grant program.
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STATUTE DESCRIPTION

Established a voluntary national program within the Department of
Commerce to encourage coastal states to develop and implement
coastal zone management plans and requires that “any federal
activity within or outside of the coastal zone that affects any land or
water use or natural resource of the coastal zone” shall be

Coastal Zone Management | “consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable
Act of 1972, as amended policies” of a state’s coastal zone management plan. The law
includes an Enhancement Grants Program for protecting, restoring,
or enhancing existing coastal wetlands or creating new coastal
wetlands. It also established the National Estuarine Research
Reserve System, guidelines for estuarine research, and financial
assistance for land acquisition.

This Act authorized the purchase of wetlands from Land and Water
Conservation Fund moneys, removing a prior prohibition on such
acquisitions. The Act requires the Secretary to establish a National
Emergency Wetlands Wetlands Priority Conservation Plan, required the states to include
Resources Act of 1986 wetlands in their Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans, and
transfers to the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund amounts equal to
import duties on arms and ammunition. It also established
entrance fees at national wildlife refuges.

Provides for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species of fish, wildlife, and plants by federal action and by
encouraging the establishment of state programs. It provides for
the determination and listing of threatened and endangered species
and the designation of critical habitats. Section 7 requires refuge
managers to perform internal consultation before initiating projects
that affect or may affect endangered species.

Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended

This Act established the Office of Environmental Education within
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to develop and

Environmental Education - . . )
administer a federal environmental education program in

Act of 1990 ; .
consultation with other federal natural resource management
agencies, including the Fish and Wildlife Service.
Authorized the Secretary of the Interior, in cooperation with other
federal agencies and the states, to study and inventory estuaries of
the United States, including land and water of the Great Lakes, and
to determine whether such areas should be acquired for protection.

Estuary Protection Act of The Secretary is also required to encourage state and local

1968 governments to consider the importance of estuaries in their

planning activities relative to federal natural resource grants. In
approving any state grants for acquisition of estuaries, the
Secretary was required to establish conditions to ensure the
permanent protection of estuaries.
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DESCRIPTION

Estuaries and Clean
Waters Act of 2000

This law creates a federal interagency council that includes the
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Secretary of the Army
for Civil Works, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency and the Administrator for the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. The council is
charged with developing a national estuary habitat restoration
strategy and providing grants to entities to restore and protect
estuary habitat to promote the strategy.

Food Security Act of 1985,
as amended (Farm Bill)

The Act contains several provisions that contribute to wetland
conservation. The Swampbuster provisions state that farmers who
convert wetlands for the purpose of planting after enactment of the
law are ineligible for most farmer program subsidies. It also
established the Wetland Reserve Program to restore and protect
wetlands through easements and restoration of the functions and
values of wetlands on such easement areas.

Farmland Protection Policy
Act of 1981, as amended

The purpose of this law is to minimize the extent to which federal
programs contribute to the unnecessary conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses. Federal programs include construction
projects and the management of federal lands.

Federal Advisory
Committee Act (1972), as
amended

Governs the establishment of and procedures for committees that
provide advice to the federal government. Advisory committees may
be established only if they will serve a necessary, nonduplicative
function. Committees must be strictly advisory unless otherwise
specified and meetings must be open to the public.

Federal Coal Leasing
Amendment Act of 1976

Provided that nothing in the Mining Act, the Mineral Leasing Act, or
the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands authorized mining coal
on refuges.

Federal-Aid Highways Act
of 1968

Established requirements for approval of federal highways through
national wildlife refuges and other designated areas to preserve the
natural beauty of such areas. The Secretary of Transportation is
directed to consult with the Secretary of the Interior and other
federal agencies before approving any program or project requiring
the use of land under their jurisdiction.

Federal Noxious Weed Act
of 1990, as amended

The Secretary of Agriculture was given the authority to designate
plants as noxious weeds and to cooperate with other federal, State
and local agencies, farmers’ associations, and private individuals in
measures to control, eradicate, prevent, or retard the spread of
such weeds. The Act requires each Federal land-managing
agency, including the Fish and Wildlife Service, to designate an
office or person to coordinate a program to control such plants on
the agency’s land and implement cooperative agreements with the
states, including integrated management systems to control
undesirable plants.
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STATUTE

DESCRIPTION

Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956

Establishes a comprehensive national fish, shellfish, and wildlife
resources policy with emphasis on the commercial fishing industry
but also includes the inherent right of every citizen and resident to
fish for pleasure, enjoyment, and betterment and to maintain and
increase public opportunities for recreational use of fish and wildlife
resources. Among other things, it authorizes the Secretary of the
Interior to take such steps as may be required for the development,
advancement, management, conservation, and protection of fish
and wildlife resources including, but not limited to, research,
development of existing facilities, and acquisition by purchase or
exchange of land and water or interests therein.

Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act of 1980,
as amended

Requires the Service to monitor nongame bird species, identify
species of management concern, and implement conservation
measures to preclude the need for listing under the Endangered
Species Act.

Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act of 1958

Promotes equal consideration and coordination of wildlife
conservation with other water resource development programs by
requiring consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the
state fish and wildlife agencies where the “waters of a stream or
other body of water are proposed or authorized, permitted or
licensed to be impounded, diverted...or otherwise controlled or
modified” by any agency under federal permit or license.

Improvement Act of 1978

This act was passed to improve the administration of fish and
wildlife programs and amends several earlier laws, including the
Refuge Recreation Act, the National Wildlife Refuge System
Administration Act, and the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956. It
authorizes the Secretary to accept gifts and bequests of real and
personal property on behalf of the United States. It also authorizes
the use of volunteers on Service projects and appropriations to
carry out volunteer programs.

Fishery (Magnuson)
Conservation and
Management Act of 1976

Established Regional Fishery Management Councils comprised of
federal and state officials, including the Fish and Wildlife Service. It
provides for regulation of foreign fishing and vessel fishing permits.

Freedom of Information Act,
1966

Requires all federal agencies to make available to the public for
inspection and copying administrative staff manuals and staff
instructions; official, published and unpublished policy statements;
final orders deciding case adjudication; and other documents.
Special exemptions have been reserved for nine categories of
privileged material. The Act requires the party seeking the
information to pay reasonable search and duplication costs.

Geothermal Steam Act of
1970, as amended

Authorizes and governs the lease of geothermal steam and related
resources on public lands. Section 15 c of the Act prohibits issuing
geothermal leases on virtually all Service-administrative lands.
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Lacey Act of 1900, as
amended

Originally designed to help states protect their native game animals
and to safeguard U.S. crop production from harmful foreign species,
this Act prohibits interstate and international transport and commerce
of fish, wildlife or plants taken in violation of domestic or foreign laws.
It regulates the introduction to America of foreign species.

Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of
1948

This Act provides funding through receipts from the sale of surplus
federal land, appropriations from oil and gas receipts from the outer
continental shelf, and other sources for land acquisition under
several authorities. Appropriations from the fund may be used for
matching grants to states for outdoor recreation projects and for
land acquisition by various federal agencies, including the Fish and
Wildlife Service.

Marine Mammal Protection
Act of 1972, as amended

The 1972 Marine Mammal Protection Act established a federal
responsibility to conserve marine mammals with management
vested in the Department of the Interior for sea otter, walrus, polar
bear, dugong, and manatee. The Department of Commerce is
responsible for cetaceans and pinnipeds, other than the walrus.
With certain specified exceptions, the Act establishes a moratorium
on the taking and importation of marine mammals, as well as
products taken from them.

Migratory Bird Conservation
Act of 1929

Established a Migratory Bird Conservation Commission to approve
areas recommended by the Secretary of the Interior for acquisition
with Migratory Bird Conservation Funds. The role of the
commission was expanded by the North American Wetland
Conservation Act to include approving wetlands acquisition,
restoration, and enhancement proposals recommended by the
North American Wetlands Conservation Council.

Migratory Bird Hunting and
Conservation Stamp Act of
1934

Also commonly referred to as the “Duck Stamp Act,” requires
waterfowl hunters 16 years of age or older to possess a valid
federal hunting stamp. Receipts from the sale of the stamp are
deposited into the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund for the
acquisition of migratory bird refuges.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of
1918, as amended

This Act implements various treaties and conventions between the
United States and Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet
Union for the protection of migratory birds. Except as allowed by
special regulations, this Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, Kill,
capture, possess, buy, sell, purchase, barter, export or import any
migratory bird, part, nest, egg, or product.

Mineral Leasing Act for
Acquired Lands (1947), as
amended

Authorizes and governs mineral leasing on acquired public lands.
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Minerals Leasing Act of
1920, as amended

Authorizes and governs leasing of public lands for development of
deposits of coal, oil, gas, and other hydrocarbons; sulphur;
phosphate; potassium; and sodium. Section 185 of this title
contains provisions relating to granting rights-of-way over federal
lands for pipelines.

Mining Act of 1872, as
amended

Authorizes and governs prospecting and mining for the so-called
“hardrock” minerals (i.e., gold and silver) on public lands.

National and Community
Service Act of 1990

Authorizes several programs to engage citizens of the U.S. in full-
and/or part-time projects designed to combat illiteracy and poverty,
provide job skills, enhance educational skills, and fulfill
environmental needs. Among other things, this law establishes the
American Conservation and Youth Service Corps to engage young
adults in approved human and natural resource projects, which will
benefit the public or are carried out on federal or Indian lands.

National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969

Requires analysis, public comment, and reporting for environmental
impacts of federal actions. It stipulates the factors to be considered
in environmental impact statements, and requires that federal
agencies employ an interdisciplinary approach in related decision-
making and develop means to ensure that unqualified
environmental values are given appropriate consideration, along
with economic and technical considerations.

National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966,
as amended

It establishes a National Register of Historic Places and a program
of matching grants for preservation of significant historical features.
Federal agencies are directed to take into account the effects of
their actions on items or sites listed or eligible for listing in the
National Register.

National Trails System Act
(1968), as amended

Established the National Trails System to protect the recreational,
scenic, and historic values of some important trails. National
recreation trails may be established by the Secretaries of Interior or
Agriculture on land wholly or partly within their jurisdiction, with the
consent of the involved state(s), and other land managing
agencies, if any. National scenic and national historic trails may
only be designated by Congress. Several national trails cross units
of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

National Wildlife Refuge
System Administration Act
of 1966

Prior to 1966, there was no single federal law that governed the
administration of the various national wildlife refuges that had been
established. This Act defines the National Wildlife Refuge System
and authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to permit any use of a
refuge provided such use is compatible with the major purposes(s)
for which the refuge was established.
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National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of
1997

This Act amends the National Wildlife Refuge System
Administration Act of 1966. This Act defines the mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System, establishes the legitimacy and
appropriateness of six priority wildlife-dependent public uses,
establishes a formal process for determining compatible uses of
Refuge System lands, identifies the Secretary of the Interior as
responsible for managing and protecting the Refuge System, and
requires the development of a comprehensive conservation plan for
all refuges outside of Alaska.

Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation
Act of 1990

Requires federal agencies and museums to inventory, determine
ownership of, and repatriate certain cultural items and human
remains under their control or possession. The Act also addresses
the repatriation of cultural items inadvertently discovered by
construction activities on lands managed by the agency.

Neotropical Migratory Bird
Conservation Act of 2000

Establishes a matching grant program to fund projects that promote
the conservation of neotropical migratory birds in the united States,
Latin America, and the Caribbean.

North American Wetlands
Conservation Act of 1989

Provides funding and administrative direction for implementation of
the North American Waterfowl Management Plan and the Tripartite
Agreement on wetlands between Canada, the United States, and
Mexico. The North American Wetlands Conservation Council was
created to recommend projects to be funded under the Act to the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission. Available funds may be
expended for up to 50 percent of the United States’ share cost of
wetlands conservation projects in Canada, Mexico, or the United
States (or 100 percent of the cost of projects on federal lands).

Refuge Recreation Act of
1962, as amended

This Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to administer refuges,
hatcheries, and other conservation areas for recreational use, when
such uses do not interfere with the area’s primary purposes. It
authorizes construction and maintenance of recreational facilities and
the acquisition of land for incidental fish and wildlife-oriented
recreational development or protection of natural resources. It also
authorizes the charging of fees for public uses.

Partnerships for Wildlife Act
of 1992

Establishes a Wildlife Conservation and Appreciation Fund to
receive appropriated funds and donations from the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation and other private sources to assist the
state fish and game agencies in carrying out their responsibilities
for conservation of nongame species. The funding formula is no
more that 1/3 federal funds, at least 1/3 foundation funds, and at
least 1/3 state funds.

Refuge Revenue Sharing
Act of 1935, as amended

Provided for payments to counties in lieu of taxes from areas
administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service. Counties are
required to pass payments along to other units of local government
within the county, which suffer losses in tax revenues due to the
establishment of Service areas.
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Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Requires nondiscrimination in the employment practices of federal
agencies of the executive branch and contractors. It also requires
all federally assisted programs, services, and activities to be
available to people with disabilities.

Rivers and Harbors
Appropriations Act of 1899,
as amended

Requires the authorization by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers prior
to any work in, on, over, or under a navigable water of the United
States. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act provides authority for
the Service to review and comment on the effects on fish and wildlife
activities proposed to be undertaken or permitted by the Corps of
Engineers. Service concerns include contaminated sediments
associated with dredge or fill projects in navigable waters.

Sikes Act (1960), as
amended

Provides for the cooperation by the Departments of Interior and
Defense with state agencies in planning, development, and
maintenance of fish and wildlife resources and outdoor recreation
facilities on military reservations throughout the United States. It
requires the Secretary of each military department to use trained
professionals to manage the wildlife and fishery resource under his
jurisdiction, and requires that federal and state fish and wildlife
agencies be given priority in management of fish and wildlife
activities on military reservations.

Transfer of Certain Real
Property for Wildlife
Conservation Purposes Act
of 1948

This Act provides that upon determination by the Administrator of
the General Services Administration, real property no longer
needed by a federal agency can be transferred, without
reimbursement, to the Secretary of the Interior if the land has
particular value for migratory birds, or to a state agency for other
wildlife conservation purposes.

Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century (1998)

Established the Refuge Roads Program, requires transportation
planning that includes public involvement, and provides funding for
approved public use roads and trails and associated parking lots,
comfort stations, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities.

Uniform Relocation and
Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition
Policies Act (1970), as
amended

Provides for uniform and equitable treatment of persons who sell
their homes, businesses, or farms to the Service. The Act
requires that any purchase offer be no less than the fair market
value of the property.

Water Resources Planning
Act of 1965

Established Water Resources Council to be composed of Cabinet
representatives including the Secretary of the Interior. The Council
reviews river basin plans with respect to agricultural, urban, energy,
industrial, recreational and fish and wildlife needs. The act also
established a grant program to assist States in participating in the
development of related comprehensive water and land use plans.
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Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
of 1968, as amended

This Act selects certain rivers of the nation possessing remarkable
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or
other similar values; preserves them in a free-flowing condition; and
protects their local environments.

Wilderness Act of 1964, as
amended

This Act directs the Secretary of the Interior to review every
roadless area of 5,000 acres or more and every roadless island
regardless of size within the National Wildlife Refuge System and to
recommend suitability of each such area. The Act permits certain
activities within designated wilderness areas that do not alter
natural processes. Wilderness values are preserved through a
“minimum tool” management approach, which requires refuge
managers to use the least intrusive methods, equipment, and
facilities necessary for administering the areas.

Youth Conservation Corps
Act of 1970

Established a permanent Youth Conservation Corps (YCC)
program within the Departments of Interior and Agriculture. Within
the Service, YCC participants perform many tasks on refuges, fish
hatcheries, and research stations.
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EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement
of the Cultural Environment (1971)

States that if the Service proposes any development
activities that may affect the archaeological or
historic sites, the Service will consult with Federal
and State Historic Preservation Officers to comply
with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

EO 11644, Use of Off-road Vehicles on
Public Land (1972)

Established policies and procedures to ensure that the
use of off-road vehicles on public lands will be
controlled and directed so as to protect the resources
of those lands, to promote the safety of all users of
those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the
various uses of those lands.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management
(2977)

The purpose of this Executive Order is to prevent
federal agencies from contributing to the “adverse
impacts associated with occupancy and modification
of floodplains” and the “direct or indirect support of
floodplain development.” In the course of fulfilling
their respective authorities, federal agencies “shall
take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize
the impact of floods on human safety, health and
welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and
beneficial values served by floodplains.”

EO 11989 (1977), Amends Section 2 of
EO 11644

Directs agencies to close areas negatively impacted
by off-road vehicles.

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands (1977)

Federal agencies are directed to provide leadership
and take action to minimize the destruction, loss of
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of
Federal Programs (1982)

Seeks to foster intergovernmental partnerships by
requiring federal agencies to use the state process to
determine and address concerns of state and local
elected officials with proposed federal assistance and
development programs.

EO 12898, Environmental Justice (1994)

Requires federal agencies to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of its
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-
income populations.
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EO 12906, Coordinating Geographical
Data Acquisition and Access (1994),
Amended by EO 13286 (2003).
Amendment of EOs and other actions in
connection with transfer of certain
functions to Secretary of DHS.

Recommended that the executive branch develop, in
cooperation with state, local, and tribal governments,
and the private sector, a coordinated National Spatial
Data Infrastructure to support public and private
sector applications of geospatial data. Of particular
importance to comprehensive conservation planning
is the National Vegetation Classification System
(NVCS), which is the adopted standard for vegetation
mapping. Using NVCS facilitates the compilation of
regional and national summaries, which in turn, can
provide an ecosystem context for individual refuges.

EO 12962, Recreational Fisheries (1995)

Federal agencies are directed to improve the quantity,
function, sustainable productivity, and distribution of U.S.
aquatic resources for increased recreational fishing
opportunities in cooperation with states and tribes.

EO 13007, Native American Religious
Practices (1996)

Provides for access to, and ceremonial use of, Indian
sacred sites on federal lands used by Indian religious
practitioners and direction to avoid adversely affecting
the physical integrity of such sites.

EO 13061, Federal Support of
Community Efforts Along American
Heritage Rivers (1997)

Established the American Heritage Rivers initiative for
the purpose of natural resource and environmental
protection, economic revitalization, and historic and
cultural preservation. The Act directs Federal
agencies to preserve, protect, and restore rivers and
their associated resources important to our history,
culture, and natural heritage.

EO 13084, Consultation and
Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments (2000)

Provides a mechanism for establishing regular and
meaningful consultation and collaboration with tribal
officials in the development of federal policies that
have tribal implications.

EO 13112, Invasive Species (1999)

Federal agencies are directed to prevent the
introduction of invasive species, detect and respond
rapidly to and control populations of such species in a
cost effective and environmentally sound manner,
accurately monitor invasive species, provide for
restoration of native species and habitat conditions,
conduct research to prevent introductions and to
control invasive species, and promote public
education on invasive species and the means to
address them. This EO replaces and rescinds EO
11987, Exotic Organisms (1977).
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(2001)

EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds.

Instructs federal agencies to conserve migratory birds
by several means, including the incorporation of
strategies and recommendations found in Partners in
Flight Bird Conservation plans, the North American
Waterfowl Plan, the North American Waterbird
Conservation Plan, and the United States Shorebird
Conservation Plan, into agency management plans
and guidance documents.
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Appendix IV. Public Involvement

The Core CCP Planning Team invited the general public to attend two public scoping meetings, one
held in Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, on June 5, 2007, and the second one held in Christiansted, St.
Croix, on June 7, 2007. About five citizens attended the first meeting on St. Thomas, while about 25
attendees participated in the St. Croix meeting. Lively discussions took place in both meetings. At
the St. Thomas meeting, the emphasis was on environmental education and means of improving
public awareness and appreciation of the refuges. At the second meeting on St. Croix, most of the
discussion concerned public access.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS

SANDY POINT NWR, ST. CROIX

Fish and Wildlife Population Management

Continuation of enhancement of nest sites to increase nesting success for colonially nesting
least terns.

Continuation of monitoring, habitat improvements, and general promotion of brown pelican
recovery on refuge lands.

Continuation of protection of wetland habitats to support healthy populations of resident and
migratory shorebirds, seabirds, waterbirds, and waterfowl.

Continuation and improvement of surveys tracking use of wetlands by birds.
Initiation of general herpetofaunal surveys.
Determination of the species of bats present on the refuge and their habitat requirements.

Establishment of comprehensive, sustained inventory and monitoring for targeted flora and
fauna.

Continuation of protection of the leatherback turtle—both nesting females and hatchlings—as
well as nesting habitat and nests, from a variety of threats, thus contributing to the recovery of
this endangered species.

Continuation of contributions to the recovery of green and hawksbill turtles by protecting
nesting females, nests, and hatchlings; Initiation of night time monitoring program.

Continuation and expansion of the protection and study of endangered and threatened
species, like the leatherback sea turtle, that use and depend on the refuge habitats.

Continuation of the study of least tern nesting activity by staff would increase the likelihood of
successful protection. More funding, staff and volunteers may well be needed for this effort.

The Service has not established how many turtles at Sandy Point are enough?
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The refuge could follow the lead of other areas and carefully dig up the eggs in turtle nests
and move them to a safer location, allowing the beach to be opened to more public use
without harming the turtles.

Habitat Management

Conservation and restoration of habitat for migratory and resident bird species associated with
dry subtropical forest, such as the white-crowned pigeon.

Conservation and restoration of habitat for migratory and resident bird species associated with
mangroves, such as the white-crowned pigeon and yellow “golden” warbler.

Promotion of nesting habitat for shorebirds such as the snowy and Wilson’s plover, and the
American oystercatcher.

Restoring the structure, function and diversity of dry forest habitat.

Maintaining and restoring mangrove areas.

Pressure by some local interests to build a marina in the non-refuge portion of the West End
Salt Pond, which would have adverse impacts on the lagoon and likely on refuge beaches
thus nesting sea turtles.

There should be a more aggressive program to propagate the native plants from Sandy Point,
such as coco plum, wild cinnamon, princewood, water mampoo, and other plants that are

uncommon elsewhere on the island.

Habitats should not be managed any differently than today.

Resource Protection

Monitoring and controlling or eradicating populations of alien invasive species on the refuge.

Protection and recovery of threatened and endangered plants that occur at Sandy Point
Refuge, in particular Buxus vahlii (Vahl's boxwood).

Developing an Oil Spill and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan for the refuge.
Continuing to manage and protect cultural resources, particularly the Aklis archeological site.

Effort should be made to expand the areas at the refuge that exclude exotic predatory animals
and human disturbance.

If refuge staff were increased to protect public safety, the days and hours of beach access
could increase during those months when turtle activity is not an issue.

Expanding hours during which the refuge is open to the public may also increase property
crime, assault, and theft as well as illegal activities such as dumping of garbage, appliances,
vehicles and unwanted animals.
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e An attitude of people versus wildlife seems to be growing on St. Croix, which is exacerbated
by the island’s depressed economy.

e Protection of the threatened and endangered sea turtles and birds that use the refuge for
foraging, nesting, and roosting.

o Insufficient funding for adequate staff to provide protection from illegal activities (e.g., drug
trafficking, illegal immigration).

Visitor Services
e Developing a Visitor Services Plan.
e Whether to formally permit fishing on the refuge.

o Opportunities for expanding wildlife observation and photography in ways that do not
compromise or disturb sensitive wildlife.

e How best to provide beach access to an eager public without harming turtle recovery efforts

o How to provide for public safety on the refuge, particularly beaches, given limited staffing
resources for patrol and enforcement.

e Outreach and educational efforts to improve local community support for wildlife conservation
on the refuge.

e Some St. Croix citizens do not understand the most basic facts about leatherback sea turtles
and most people on the island are unaware of the habitat needs of breeding least terns.

e Community outreach and education programs should be expanded to increase understanding
of the importance of protecting wildlife and their habitats, leatherback recovery, the role of
Sandy Point Refuge and the National Wildlife Refuge System.

e The public feels locked out of Sandy Point, which is one of St. Croix’s loveliest beaches.

e Access to the beach at Sandy Point should be increased, but only to the extent that it would
have little or no impact on the wildlife and habitats.

e Pressure to increase public use of the beach.

e The most important issue facing the refuge is public relationship: the public has no idea of
what Sandy Point Refuge is all about. If the public knows more about the refuge, there will be
more support. Access to the refuge will all be worked out once the public becomes more
aware of the value of the resource. Issues can be addressed by town meetings, and
television and radio talk shows.

o Management of habitats and wildlife should not be done differently; however, access to the
beach can be increased with additional Service staff.
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Creation of interpretive trails in certain sections of Sandy Point that teach about the
relationship between plants, animals, and humans might be appropriate, after careful studies
of the area.

Limiting public access to Sandy Point beaches to just the winter months prohibits islanders
and neighbors from enjoying the beach when the weather, water and temperatures are better
and from enjoying the sight of wildlife such as dolphins.

The refuge wrongly gives priority to turtles over people, and has taken the best beach on St. Croix
away from the public and given it to turtles. It appears that public access to other beaches on St.
Croix is also being threatened. This is an assault on island heritage and culture.

Refuge Administration

Cooperative efforts between the Service and the VIDPNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife.
Collaboration with other partnering NGOs, in particular WIMARCS, SEA, and TNC.

Potential for partnering with NGO’s and local government agencies to increase the level of
educational activities that could take place at Sandy Point, especially during the months with

less sea turtle activity.

More informational signage, positive use of the press, and partnerships with local agencies
and organizations could improve public perception of the refuge.

Raising local money to pay for more staff so that access could be increased and extending the
hours that the refuge is open during the fall and winter months are good ideas.

15 years is a long time between management efforts; it would be helpful to update the public
on the success (or failure) of management actions during the interim.

GREEN CAY NWR, ST. CROIX

Fish and Wildlife Population Management

Promoting recovery of the brown pelican by protecting and enhancing nesting and roosting
sites on the island.

Promotion of nesting habitat for shorebirds and seabirds such as the snowy and Wilson’s
plover, the least tern and the American oystercatcher.

Promoting nesting birds by rat control, baseline surveys and searches.
Conducting status surveys for reptile and amphibian species of special concern.
Determining the species of bats present on the refuge and their habitat requirements.

The need to eliminate rats from the island to help with reforestation, pelicans, and the St.
Croix ground lizard.
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e Monitor and inventory for brown pelicans, the St. Croix ground lizard, and reforestation (i.e.,
measuring success of reforestation efforts).

e Endangered species, final refuge of non-endangered species extirpated by human activities
elsewhere; loss of other insular refuges to development.

e Continuation of monitoring and research of Ameiva polops (St. Croix ground lizard).

e Preserving marine fish is the most important issue facing the refuge, and the best way to
address this is a no fishing area from Green Cay to Buck Island. We must have a fish
recovery area.

Habitat Management

e Continuing reforestation efforts on Green Cay by planting seedlings and by rat control or
eradication.

e Propagation of trees for reforestation in refuge nursery; provide assistance to community
propagation projects.

e Because one must have a boat to reach it and because Green Cay has no sandy beaches,
current management is probably sufficient to protect this critical habitat.

e Protection and enhancement of habitat for the threatened and/or endangered species for
which the refuge was formed.

o Refuge should stress active habitat management, including restoration of native community
and removal of non-native species.

Resource Protection

e Developing an Oil Spill and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan for the refuge.
Visitor Services

o Whether or not to allow any visitation at all over the coming 15 years.

¢ How to reduce the number of occasional boaters, kayakers, and jet skiers who come ashore
on an island that is closed to the public to protect the ground lizard and nesting pelicans.

e How to improve signage to make it clear to prospective visitors that the entire island, including
seasonal beaches at the southern edge, is closed to the public.

e The refuge provides critical habitat for the endangered St. Croix ground lizard, and should
remain off limits to the public if this species is to survive at the refuge.

e The ground lizard population is still very low and it would be inappropriate to increase public
use of Green Cay because of the potential for damage of habitat and introduction of invasive
animals and/or plants.
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Refuge Administration

Need more staff to enable more active management, e.g., removal of non-native species.

Green Cay needs more boats patrolling the area which should be a “no fishing” zone.

BUCK ISLAND NWR, ST. THOMAS

Fish and Wildlife Population Management

Conducting baseline surveys and searches for seabirds.

Conducting status surveys for reptile and amphibian species of special concern.
Determining the species of bats present on the refuge and their habitat requirements.
Control or eradication of populations of alien invasive species.

Conducting status surveys on plant species of special concern.

Inventory and monitoring of nesting laughing gulls, tropicbirds, terns, sea turtles, boa, and rats.

No active management of the Antillean skink or Puerto Rican racer, which are documented on
Buck Island and currently listed or proposed for listing by VIDPNR.

No active management of the magnificent frigatebird or the red-billed tropicbird, which are
both species of concern in the Virgin Islands.

Endangered species, final refuge of non-endangered species extirpated by human activities
elsewhere; loss of other insular refuges to development.

Monitor and research Alsophis portoricensis (Puerto Rican racer) and Mabuya sloanii
(Antillean skink).

Preserving marine fish is the most important issue facing the refuge, and the best way to
address this is a no fishing area from Green Cay to Buck Island. We must have a fish
recovery area.

Habitat Management

Promotion of nesting habitat for shorebirds such as the snowy and Wilson’s plover, and the
American oystercatcher.

Promotion of foraging habitat for transient and wintering species of shorebirds.
Restoring the structure, function and diversity of dry forest habitat.
Evaluation of past forest cover and propagation of appropriate species of trees.

Inventory and monitoring of reforestation efforts.
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Resource Protection

e Promotion of predator control, primarily of rats, to increase use of now abandoned areas by
seabirds.

e Developing an Oil Spill and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan for the refuge.
e Human encroachment and pollution are the most important issue facing Buck Island.

e Human encroachment and pollution should be addressed by educating the public and beefing
up enforcement and patrolling the refuge.

Visitor Services

o Evaluation of refuge use and projects for potential impacts to off-refuge marine habitats (i.e.,
coral reefs) in the immediate vicinity of Buck Island.

e During peak months, the waters surrounding Buck Island host many hundreds of visitors daily,
but these visitors are unaware that they are even close to a national wildlife refuge.

e Opportunities exist for partnering with tour operators, who have a vested interest in the quality
of habitat and opportunities for wildlife observation on Buck Island.

e The potential for providing public use opportunities visitors actually landing on and exploring
Buck Island, e.g. marked trail(s), the historic lighthouse, interpretive and wayfinding signage.

e Buck Island could offer more educational opportunities. Options include informational
leaflet/pamphlet on seabirds and reptiles to disseminate through tour operators; training of
tour operators, or kiosks/signage on island, or visitor's center at lighthouse. Trail should be
maintained to keep visitors channeled.

e Establish and maintain educational aspect at Buck Island NWR over the next 15 years.

e Current use of Buck Island NWR is appropriate.

Refuge Administration

o The lack of a Service management and enforcement presence on the refuge, which is
managed by staff at Sandy Point NWR on St. Croix some distance away.

e The absence of a Service presence on Buck Island and on St. Croix contributes to ignorance
of the national wildlife refuge and its significance.

e Due to the proximity of Capella Island and Buck Island (which may touch each other at low
tide), there are opportunities for collaborative management between the Service and the
VIDPNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife.

o Need more staff to enable more active management (e.g., removal of non-native species).

e Buck Island needs more boats patrolling the area which should be a “no fishing” zone.

Appendices 177



DRAFT PLAN COMMENTS AND SERVICE RESPONSES
Comments on the Draft CCP/EA were received from the following individuals and organizations:

SANDRA MACPHERSON, REGIONAL AND NATIONAL SEA TURTLE COORDINATOR, U.S. FISH
AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ms. MacPherson made numerous editorial comments and suggested changes to wording and
phrasing in the Draft CCP. These were incorporated wherever possible into the Final CCP.

ZANDY HILLIS-STAR, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
BUCK ISLAND REEF NATIONAL MONUMENT, ST. CROIX

Ms. Hillis-Star made hundreds of editorial comments and suggested changes to wording and
phrasing in the Draft CCP. These were incorporated wherever possible into the Final CCP.

OLASEE DAVIS, EXTENSION ASSISTANT PROFESSOR/EXTENSION SPECIAL NATURAL
RESOURCES, UNIVERSITY OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Sandy Point NWR Land Protection and Conservation
Mr. Davis made the following suggestions:

1. Create walking trails within the appropriate areas of the refuge to educate the public about the
connection between the marine and terrestrial environment.

2. Identify key plant species along the trail route.

3. Strategically post a large map on the refuge showing direction of the trail route.

Service response: These suggestions have each been incorporated into the CCP as strategies under

Sandy Point Objective 4-4 (Environmental Education and Interpretation).

Green Cay NWR Land Protection and Conservation
Mr. Davis made the following suggestions:

1. Partner with Green Cay Marina and hotels in the area by providing them with fact sheets and
brochures of the refuge.

2. Placement of informational stands, booths, or kiosks inside and outside of the business
establishment is a good enforcement of the conservation and protection of the refuge.

3. Placement of signs on the refuge that are visible to all visitors. These signs should be large
and readable.

4. Coastal signs should be placed in appropriate areas along the northeast beaches of the island
such as Chenay Bay and Shoy Beach. This is another way of educating the public about the
refuge.

5. Place signs along Route 82 (East End Road) starting from the Buccaneer entrance to the
Chenay Bay Hotel area.

6. All dive shops/marinas should have some information about the Green Cay refuge. This can
be in the form of fact sheets, brochures, or large signs posted within the establishment.

7. Large signs of the Green Cay refuge should be posted at the airport and Sea plane area.
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Service response: These suggestions have each been incorporated into the CCP as strategies (in
modified form) under Green Cay Objective 4-1 (Outreach and Education).

Buck Island NWR Land Protection and Conservation
Mr. Davis made the following suggestions:

1. Post a kiosk on the island describing the history and purpose of the refuge.

2. Post signs depicting the destruction caused by rats and the effect it has on the terrestrial
environment and bird life. Hopefully, this will discourage people from dumping trash on the
island. | believe when visitors find out how destructive rats are to the refuge environment,
they would probably become a protector of the Buck Island NWR.

3. Post signs of some species of birds, especially endangered and threatened species.

4. Partner with marinas and hotels on St. Thomas by providing them with information for
visitors/locals.

5. Post a sign at the St. Thomas airport depicting the history of the refuge and the protection of

wildlife.

Signhage depicting its history should be posted near the historic lighthouse.

Partner with the Virgin Islands Eco-tours. It is a company that conducts kayak, hike, and

snorkeling at the Mangrove Lagoon on St. Thomas. Their website and toll free phone number

are viecotour.com and 1-877-845-2925.

No

Service response: These suggestions have each been incorporated into the CCP as strategies (in
modified form) under Buck Island Objective 4-1 (Outreach and Education).

Sandy Point NWR Fish and Wildlife Population Management
Mr. Davis made the following suggestions to assist with brown pelican recovery (Objective 1-5):

1. Post signs near or in the direction of where the Brown Pelican roost. Hopefully, the
information posted will discourage the public from disturbing roosting sites.

2. Signs must be large, readable, explaining or describing why the roosting sites are important to
the survival of the endangered species of the Brown Pelican. | think once the signs have
some kind of explanation rather than just depicting “Brown Pelican protected area” the public
will yield to the warning.

3. A kiosk or information bulletin board placed outside the refuge boundaries might improve the
public knowledge of the area. Work with the Park and Recreational Department who
manages the pool west of the refuge. Also, conduct meetings or workshops with the Park and
Recreational staff to educate them about the refuge.

Service response: These suggestions have each been incorporated into the CCP as strategies (in
modified form) under Sandy Point Objective 1-5 (Brown Pelican Recovery).

Sandy Point Objective 1-9 Bats

Mr. Davis indicated that a survey on bats was conducted on St. Thomas and St. John and a few
off-island Cays. The final draft of the project was sent out early in 2009. It was conducted by the
Island Resources Foundation located on St. Thomas, and was funded by the Wildlife Restoration
Grant W-22-3 from the Service to DPNR. The project was prepared by Kevel Lindsay, Jean-
Pierre Bacle, and Gary Kwiecinski.
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Mr. Davis suggested that contact be made with DPNR to determine the best way to conduct the
survey of bats on the refuge. However, this depends on the objectives for the project.

Service response: This information has been incorporated into the discussion under Sandy Point
Objective 1-9 (Bats) and the suggestion on contacting DPNR on the best way to survey bats on the
refuge has been included among the strategies under this objective.

Public Relationship

Mr. Davis offered two additional suggestions on ways to increase public awareness about the Sandy
Point NWR:

1. Create an advertisement campaign by working with local businesses to print T-shirts, cups,
etc. for sale, featuring the sea turtle with the Sandy Point logo. The items can be sold at local
stores on all three major U.S. Virgin Islands.

2. Radio/TV talk shows can be another medium for promoting public awareness regarding the
refuge.

Service response: These suggestions have been included as strategies under Sandy Point
Objective 4-4 (Environmental Education and Interpretation).

Miscellaneous

Mr. Davis indicated that his office is always available to assist the refuge. He commented that it is
important that the public be made to understand that the refuge belongs to the people of these islands.
Education is the key and working with the public is the best approach to managing the refuge.

Service response: Comment acknowledged. Refuge and Service staff appreciates Mr. Davis’
suggestions to this CCP and his contributions to raising public awareness among St. Croix residents
about the refuge.

SARAH JAFFURS

Comment: | am a 30-year resident of St. Croix. | believe that the handling of these natural reserves
has been excellent over the years. It is evident to me that the leadership has been effective, and |
hope the guidelines will remain the same or similar as they have been in the past. Everyone has a
great deal of respect for the national reserves here and around the globe. | know ours here are in
good hands. Thank you.

Service response: Comment acknowledged. Refuge and Service staff thanks Ms. Jaffurs for taking
the time to express her sentiments. The “guidelines” or guidance (goals and objectives) in this CCP
are similar to those which have guided the refuge from its establishment to the present.

PAUL FRIESEMA

Comment: Please send me a paper copy of the draft comprehensive conservation plan and
environmental assessment (Draft CCP/EA) for Buck Island, Green Cay, and Sandy Point NWR,
USVI. And please keep me on the mailing list for the final documents.
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Service response: Comment acknowledged.

THOMAS MOORE
Comment: | would like to have a hard copy.

Service response: Comment acknowledged.

PAUL CHAKROFF, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ST. CROIX ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATION
Comment: SEA applauds the high level of opportunity for input afforded the community throughout
the process of drafting the Plan and EA. The resulting document is reflective of concerns raised by
the community and the need to balance wildlife protection with sustainable human uses.

Service response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: SEA endorses proposed Alternative D: Enhanced Biological and Visitor Service
Programs for Sandy Point NWR. This option provides new opportunities for the community to
experience the refuge while insuring the protection of sea turtles and other wildlife. The increase in
knowledge to be gained from increased surveys of reptiles, amphibians, mammals and invertebrates
has potential to benefit wildlife and the community at large and will better inform refuge management.
Expansion of environmental education and interpretive opportunities as well as increased fishing and
beach access will serve a need expressed during public meetings. Provision of adequate law
enforcement presence will be critical to prevent increase in criminal activity.

Service response: The Service concurs with this endorsement and selected Alternative D as its
preferred management alternative for Sandy Point NWR. Objectives associated with Alternative D
served as the basis for the CCP.

Comment: SEA is eager to continue and expand partnership opportunities with refuge staff, in
particular participation in sea turtle education programs and ongoing and proposed wildlife monitoring
activities. SEA’s environmental education program would likely make use of the proposed visitor
center and interpretive trails.

Service response: The Service also looks forward to continuing and deepening the productive
partnership between SEA and the refuge.

Comment: SEA endorses proposed Alternative B for Green Cay NWR. SEA has particular interest in
Green Cay NWR because of its proximity to SEA’s Southgate Coastal Reserve property and the
shared use of these properties by some birds, particularly the brown pelican, white-crowned pigeon
and white-cheeked pintalil.

Service response: The Service concurs with this endorsement and selected Alternative B as its
preferred management alternative for Green Cay NWR. Objectives associated with Alternative B
served as the basis for the CCP.

Comment: SEA is interested in continuing and expanding partnership opportunities at this refuge.
We agree that closing the refuge to the public is necessary for protection of the endangered St.
Croix ground lizard.
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Service response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: SEA is less familiar with the resources and current programs at Buck Island NWR.
However, we support proposed Alternative B because of the increase of wildlife monitoring, invasive
species control, and education and interpretation programs.

Service response: The Service concurs with this endorsement and selected Alternative B as its
preferred management alternative for Buck Island NWR. Objectives associated with Alternative B
served as the basis for the CCP.

JUDY PIERCE, VIRGIN ISLANDS DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Comment: P. 24, pp 2: “The island currently provides nesting habitat for the magnificent frigatebird”
is wrong — no MAFR nesting. Might add that a few Sooty Terns have nested here since rat
eradication (JP personal observation).

Service response: Comment acknowledged. This correction has been made in the text of the CCP.

Comment: P. 25 pp 2: The 2 separate planning efforts in the DFW plan should be separated out into
a fisheries plan and a wildlife plan and not necessarily the funding as the plan covers all fish and
wildlife, even those not covered under current DFW funding.

Service response: Comment noted.

Comment: P. 39, last pp: “The PR Racer is believed to be a subspecies found only on Buck Island”.
How do we know this? Sub-species that occurs on Buck Island (Alsophis portoricensis nicholsi).

Service response: Comment noted. The misspelling has been corrected and the sentence has been
re-worded.

Comment: P. 51, Birds pp: ...other threatened or endangered sp occurring or potentially occurring at
Sandy Pt. lists Roseate Tern. Has the ROST ever been sighted at Sandy Pt.??

Service response: Appendix VII, the Intra-Service Section 7 Biological Evaluation, states that
“presence of this species [is] not yet documented at Sandy Point.” In Chapter Il of the CCP, the
roseate tern was included as in a list of “threatened or endangered species occurring or potentially
occurring at Sandy Point NWR” [emphasis added].

Comment: P. 52, Caribbean Roseate Tern: “Post-breeding movements of Caribbean Roseate Terns
are poorly known.” Actually, thanks to our banding program, post-breeding movement of terns has
been documented from Brazil where they intermix with Northeastern Roseate Terns.

Service response: Thank you for calling this to the Service’s attention. The text has been revised to
reflect this additional information on the Caribbean Roseate Tern’'s post-breeding movement.

Comment: P. 94, Resource Protection of Buck Island: | would add that signage is needed to let
visitors know what the rules are — need to protect the seabird colony — maybe consider seasonable
closure from May — August.

Service response: These suggestions have been added as strategies to Buck Island Objective 4-1 on
Outreach and Education.
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Comment: P. 131: Visitor Services — Buck Island Goal 4: “...and its crucial role in saving a critically
endangered species™? What ES are they talking about? Maybe got mixed up with Green Cay?

Service response: As indicated in Chapter Il of the CCP, threatened or endangered species
(federally and/or territorially listed) occurring or potentially occurring at Buck Island NWR include the
brown pelican (recently delisted), Caribbean roseate tern, peregrine falcon, slippery back skink,
Puerto Rican racer, and wooly nipple cactus. Buck Island Goal 4 has been modified to read: “...its
crucial role in saving threatened and endangered species.”

Comment: By my estimates, the Buck Island Laughing Gull colony is approx. the 5" largest in the VI.

Service response: Comment noted.
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Appendix V. Appropriate Use Determinations

Sandy Point, Green Cay and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges Appropriate Use
Determinations

An appropriate use determination is the initial decision process a refuge manager follows when first
considering whether or not to allow a proposed use on a refuge. The refuge manager must find that
a use is appropriate before undertaking a compatibility review of the use. This process clarifies and
expands on the compatibility determination process by describing when refuge managers should
deny a proposed use without determining compatibility. If a proposed use is not appropriate, it will
not be allowed and a compatibility determination will not be undertaken.

Except for the uses noted below, the refuge manager must decide if a new or existing use is an
appropriate refuge use. If an existing use is not appropriate, the refuge manager will eliminate or
modify the use as expeditiously as practicable. If a new use is not appropriate, the refuge manager
will deny the use without determining compatibility. Uses that have been administratively determined
to be appropriate are:

o Six wildlife-dependent recreational uses - As defined by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997, the six wildlife-dependent recreational uses (hunting, fishing,
wildlife observation, wildlife photography, and environmental education and interpretation) are
determined to be appropriate. However, the refuge manager must still determine if these uses
are compatible.

e Take of fish and wildlife under state regulations - States have regulations concerning take of
wildlife that includes hunting, fishing, and trapping. The Service considers take of wildlife
under such regulations appropriate. However, the refuge manager must determine if the
activity is compatible before allowing it on a refuge.

Statutory Authorities for this policy:

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended by the National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, 16 U.S.C. §668dd-668ee. This law provides
the authority for establishing policies and regulations governing refuge uses, including the authority to
prohibit certain harmful activities. The Act does not authorize any particular use, but rather authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to allow uses only when they are compatible and “under such regulations
as he may prescribe.” This law specifically identifies certain public uses that, when compatible, are
legitimate and appropriate uses within the Refuge System. The law states “. . . it is the policy of the
United States that . . .compatible wildlife-dependent recreation is a legitimate and appropriate general
public use of the System . . .compatible wildlife-dependent recreational uses are the priority general
public uses of the System and shall receive priority consideration in refuge planning and
management; and . . . when the Secretary determines that a proposed wildlife-dependent recreational
use is a compatible use within a refuge, that activity should be facilitated . . . the Secretary shall . . .
ensure that priority general public uses of the System receive enhanced consideration over other
general public uses in planning and management within the System . . ..” The law also states “in
administering the System, the Secretary is authorized to take the following actions: . . . issue
regulations to carry out this Act.” This policy implements the standards set in the Act by providing
enhanced consideration of priority general public uses and ensuring other public uses do not interfere
with our ability to provide quality, wildlife-dependent recreational uses.

Appendices 185



Refuge Recreation Act of 1962, 16 U.S.C. 460k. The Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
administer refuges, hatcheries, and other conservation areas for recreational use, when such uses do not
interfere with the area’s primary purposes. It authorizes construction and maintenance of recreational
facilities and the acquisition of land for incidental fish and wildlife oriented recreational development or
protection of natural resources. It also authorizes the charging of fees for public uses.

Other Statutes that Establish Refuges, including the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA) (16 U.S.C. 8410hh - 410hh-5, 460 mm - 460mm-4, 539-539e,
and 3101 - 3233; 43 U.S.C. 1631 et seq.).

Executive Orders. The Service must comply with Executive Order 11644 when allowing use of off-
highway vehicles on refuges. This order requires the Service to designate areas as open or closed to off-
highway vehicles in order to protect refuge resources, promote safety, and minimize conflict among the
various refuge users; monitor the effects of these uses once they are allowed; and amend or rescind any
area designation as necessary based on the information gathered. Furthermore, Executive Order 11989
requires the Service to close areas to off-highway vehicles when it is determined that the use causes or
will cause considerable adverse effects on the soil, vegetation, wildlife, habitat, or cultural or historic
resources. Statutes, such as ANILCA, take precedence over executive orders.

Definitions:

Appropriate Use
A proposed or existing use on a refuge that meets at least one of the following four conditions.

1) The use is a wildlife-dependent recreational use as identified in the Improvement Act.

2) The use contributes to fulfilling the refuge purpose(s), the Refuge System mission, or goals
or objectives described in a refuge management plan approved after October 9, 1997, the
date the Improvement Act was signed into law.

3) The use involves the take of fish and wildlife under state regulations.

4) The use has been found to be appropriate as specified in section 1.11.

Native American. American Indians in the conterminous United States and Alaska Natives (including
Aleuts, Eskimos, and Indians) who are members of federally recognized tribes.

Priority General Public Use. A compatible wildlife-dependent recreational use of a refuge
involving hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, wildlife photography, and environmental education
and interpretation.

Quality. The criteria used to determine a quality recreational experience include:

e Promotes safety of participants, other visitors, and facilities.

Promotes compliance with applicable laws and regulations and responsible behavior.
Minimizes or eliminates conflicts with fish and wildlife population or habitat goals or objectives
in a plan approved after 1997.

Minimizes or eliminates conflicts with other compatible wildlife-dependent recreation.
Minimizes conflicts with neighboring landowners.

Promotes accessibility and availability to a broad spectrum of the American people.

Promotes resource stewardship and conservation.

Promotes public understanding and increases public appreciation of America’s natural
resources and the Service’s role in managing and protecting these resources.
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e Provides reliable/reasonable opportunities to experience wildlife.
e Uses facilities that are accessible and blend into the natural setting.
e Uses visitor satisfaction to help define and evaluate programs.

Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Use. As defined by the Improvement Act, a use of a refuge
involving hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, wildlife photography, and environmental education
and interpretation.

L
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FINDING OF APPROPRIATENESS OF A REFUGE USE
Refuge Name: Buck Island National Wildlife Refuge
Use: Besearch, Investigation, Surveys, and Monitoring

This form is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, take regulated by the State, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved after October 8, 1997,

(a) Do we have jurisdiction over the use? X%

(b} Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? X%

(c) |s the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policies? X%

(d) Is the use consistent with public safety? X

(&) Is the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or other "
document?

{f) Has an earlier documented analysis not denied the use or is this the first time the use has %
been proposed?

(g} Is the use manageable within available budget and staff? *%

(h) Will this be manageable in the future within existing resources? %

{i) Does the use contribute to the public's understanding and appreciation of the refuge’s natural 2

or cultural resources, or is the use baneficial to the refuge's natural or cultural resources?

(j) Can the use be accommodated without impairing existing wildlife-dependant recreational uses
or reducing the potential to provide quality (see section 1.6D, 603 FW 1, for description), X%
compatible, wildlite-dependent recreation into the futura?

Where we do nol have jurisdiction over the use [*no” to (a)], there is no need 1o evaluate it further as we cannot control the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsafe ['no” to (b}, (c), or (d}] may not be found appropriate.
It the answer is "no” to any of the other questions above, we will generally not allow the use.

If indicated, the refuge manager has consuited with Territorial fish and wildlife agency. Yes _X_  No_

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound professional judgment, the refuge manager must justify
the use in writing an an attached sheet and obtain the refuge supervisor's concurrence.

Based on an overall assessment of these factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is:

Mot Appropriate Appropriate __ X
Signed

I found to be Mot Appropriate, the refuge supervisor does not need to sign concurrence if the use is a new use.
If an existing use is found Not Appropriate outside the CCP process, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.
If found to be Appropriate, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.

Sig"&d Date: ‘?/3'{/*’0

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.

Refuge Manager Date

Refuge Supervisor;__
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FINDING OF APPROPRIATENESS OF A REFUGE USE
Refuge Name: Sandy Point National Wildlife Refuge
Use: Beachcombing, sunbathing, relaxing, playing, and swimming

This form is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, take regulated by the State, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved after October 9, 1997,

{a) Do we have jurisdiction over the use? X

ib) Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? %

(c) Is the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policies? X

(d) Is the use consistent with public safety? x

(e) Is the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or other %
document?

(f) Has an earlier documented analysis not denied the use or is this the first time the use has ¥
been proposed?

{g) Is the use manageable within available budget and stafi? .

(h) Will this be manageable In the future within existing resources? X

(i} Does the use contribute to the public's understanding and appreciation of the refuge's natural
or cultural resources, or is the use beneficial to the refuge's natural or cultural resources?

{j) Can the use be accommodated without impairing existing wildlife-dependent recreational uses
or reducing the potential to provide guality (see section 1,60, 603 FW 1, for description), ¥
compatible, wildlife-dependent recreation into the futura?

Where we do not have jurisdiction over the use [*no” to (a)], there is no need to evaluate it further as we cannaot control the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsafe ["no” to (b), (c), or (d)] may not be found appropriate.
If the answer is “no” to any of the other questions above, we will generally not allow the use.

It indicated, the refuge manager has consulted with Territorial fish and wildlife agency. Yes X No

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound professional judgment, the refuge manager must justify
the use in writing on an attached sheet and obtain the refuge supervisor's concurrence.

Based on an overall assessmenl of these factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is;

Not Appropriate Appropriate X

Refuge Manager Sig"@d

Date

If found to be Not Appropriate, the refuge supervisor does not need to sign concurrence if the use s a new use,
If an existing use is found Not Appropriate outside the CCP process, the refuge supenvisor must sign concurrence,
If found to be Appropriate, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.

Refuge Supenrlsnr:_ﬁ Si g n Ed Date: Lf'_‘ / 3"’ / "2}

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.
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FINDING OF APPROPRIATENESS OF A REFUGE USE

Reluge Mame: Green Cay Mational Wildlife Refuge
Use: Besearch, Investination, Surveys, and Manitaring

This farm is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, take regulated by the State, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved after October 9, 1997,

(a) Do we have jurisdiction over the use? %
(b} Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? %
(e) Is the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policias? x
(d} Is the use consistent with public safety? P

(e} Is the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or other
document?

(f) Has an earlier documented analysis not denied the use or is this the first time the use has
been proposed?

(g} Is the use manageable within available budget and staff? X%

(h) Will this be manageable in the future within existing resources? X

(i) Does the use contribute to the public’s understanding and appreciation of the refuge’s natural
or cultural resources, or is the use beneficial to the refuge’s natural or cultural resources?

(j) Can the use be accommodated without impairing existing wildlife-dependent recreational uses
or reducing the potential to provide quality (see section 1.6D, 603 FW 1, for description), X%
compatible, wildlife-dependent recreation into the fulure?

Where we do not have jurisdiction over the use [“no” to (a)), there is no need to evaluate it further as we cannot contral the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsate [*na” to (b), (c), or (d)] may not be found appropriate.
If the answer is "no” to any of the other questions above, we will generally not allow the use,

If indicated, the refuge manager has consulted with Territorial fish and wildliite agency. Yes _X_  No

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound professional judgment, the refuge manager must justify
the use in writing on an attached sheet and obtain the refuge supervisor's concurrence,

Based on an overall assessment of these factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is:

Not Appropriate Appropriate _ X

Retuge Manager f Sign ed Date .

If found to be Not Appropriate, the refuge supervisor does not need to sign concurrence if the use is a new use.
If an existing use is found Not Appropriate cutside the CCP process, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.
If found to be Appropriate, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.

Refuge Supervisor: A S i g ne d Date:_# /3/ // v

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.
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Refuge Mame: Green Cay MNational Wildlife Refuge

Use: Commercial services s

This form is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, lake regulated by the State, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved after October 9, 1997,

Decision Criteria: YES | NO

(@) Do we have jurisdiction aver the use? ¥
(b) Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? ¥
(c] Is the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policies? X%
(d) Is the use consistent with public safaty? %
(@) |5 the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or other

document? %
() Has an eadier documented analysis nol denied the use or is this the first time the use has

been proposed? %
(g) Is the use manageable within available budget and staff? %
(h) Will this be manageable in the future within existing resources? X

(i) Does the use contribute to the public’s understanding and appreciation of the refuge's natural
or cultural resources, or is the use beneficial to the refuge’s natural or cultural resources?

(J) Can the use be accommodated without impairing existing wildlife-dependent recreational uses
or reducing the potential to provide quality (see section 1.60, 603 FW 1, for description), ]
compatible, wildlife-dependent recreation into the futura?

Where we do not have jurisdiction over the use ['na” to (a)], there is no need lo evaluate it further as we cannot control the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsale ["no” to (b), {c). or (d}] may not be found appropriate.
I the answer is “no” to any of the other questions above, we will generally not aliow the use.

If indicated, the refuge manager has consulled with Territorial fish and wildlife agency. Yes _X_ Mo

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound prolessional judgment, the refuge manager must justity
the use in writing on an attached sheat and obtain the refuge supervisor's concurrence.

Based on an overall assessment of thesa factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is:

Nol Appropriate Appropriate X

Refugs Manager S’.gn Ed Date ARV

If found to be Not Appropriate, the reluge supervisor does not need to sign concurrence if the use is a new use,
If an existing use is found Not Appropriate outside the CCP process, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.
If found 1o be Appropriate, the refuge supervisor mus! sign concurrence.

Refuge Supamimr:ﬁ Si g n ed Date; CB:/?’K A 0

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.
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FINDING OF APPROPRIATENESS OF A REFUGE USE
Refuge Name: Buck Island National Wildlife Refuge
Use: Besearch, Investigation, Surveys, and Monitoring

This form is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, take regulated by the Stale, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved after October 9, 1997,

(a) Do we have jurisdiction over the use? X%

(b} Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? X%

(c) |s the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policies? X%

{d) Is the use consistent with public safety? X

(&) Is the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or other "
document?

{f) Has an earlier documented analysis not denied the use or is this the first time the use has %
been proposed?

(g} Is the use manageable within available budget and staff? *%

(h) Will this be manageable in the future within existing resources? %

{i) Does the use contribute to the public's understanding and appreciation of the refuge’s natural 2

or cultural resources, or is the use baneficial to the refuge's natural or cultural resources?

(j) Can the use be accommadated without impairing existing wildlife-dependant recreational uses
or reducing the potential to provide quality (see section 1.6D, 603 FW 1, for description), X%
compatible, wildlite-dependent recreation into the futura?

Where we do nol have jurisdiction over the use ["no” to (a)], there is no need o evaluate it further as we cannot control the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsafe ['no” to (b), (¢}, or (d)] may not be found appropriate.
It the answer is "no” to any of the other questions above, we will generally not allow the use.

It indicated, the refuge manager has consuited with Territorial fish and wildlife agency. Yes _X_  No_

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound professional judgment, the refuge manager must justify
the use in writing an an attached sheet and obtain the refuge supervisor's concurrence.

Based on an overall assessment of these factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is:

Mot Appropriate Appropriate X
Refuge Manager S'gn Ed 3

I found to be Mot Appropriate, the refuge supervisor does not need to sign concurrence if the use is a new use.
If an existing use is found Not Appropriate outside the CCP process, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.
If found to be Appropriate, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.

.. ngﬂ@d i g/g;;/zo

Refuge Eupamisur:_é

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.
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FINDING OF APPROPRIATENESS OF A REFUGE USE
Refuge Name: Buck Island National Wildlife Refuge

Use: Commercial sarvices supporing the six

This form is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, take regulated by the State, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved alter October 9, 1997,

Decision Criteria: YES | NO
(a) Do we have jurisdiction over the use? b
(b) Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? %
(c} Is the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policies? X
(d} Is the use consistent with public safety? %
(@) Is the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or other ”
document?
(f} Has an earlier documented analysis not denied the use or is this the first lime the use has "
been proposed?
(g} Is the use manageable within available budget and staff? X
{h) Will this be manageable in the future within existing resources? %

(i) Does the use contribute to the public's understanding and appreciation of the refuge’s natural
of cultural resources, or is the use beneficial to the refuge’s natural or cultural resources?

(i} Can the use be accommodated without impairing existing wildlife-dependent recreational uses
or reducing the potential to provide quality (see section 1.8D, 603 FW 1, for description), x
compatible, wildlife-dependent recreation into the futura?

Where we do not have jurisdiction over the use ["'ng” 1o (a)], there is no need to evaluate it further as we cannot control the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsafe ["no” ta (b), (¢), or (d)] may not be found appropriate.
If the answer is “no” to any of the other questions above, we will generally not allow the use.

If indicated, the refuge manager has consulted with Territorial fish and wildlife agency. Yes X No

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound professional judgment, the refuge manager must justity
the use in writing on an attached sheet and obtain the refuge supervisor's concumrence,

Based on an overall assessment of these factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is:

Nol Appropriate Appropriato __ X
- : -
Refuge Manager S'g n Ed Diate il

If found to be Not Appropriate, the refuge supervisor does not need to sign concurrence if the use is a new use.
If an existing use is found Mot Appropriate outside the CCP process, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.
It found to be Appropriate, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence.

Refuge Supanism:_‘( S '-g n e d Data: ?}/ 5/ /ﬁ’f)

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.
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FINDING OF APPROPRIATENESS OF A REFUGE USE
Refuge Name: Buck Island National Wildiife Refuge
Use: Hiking and sightseeing on informal rails around island

This form is not required for wildlife-dependent recreational uses, take regulated by the State, or uses already described
in a refuge CCP or step-down management plan approved after October 9, 1997,

Decision Criteria: YES | NO

(a) Do we have jurisdiction over the usa? X
(b) Does the use comply with applicable laws and regulations (Federal, State, tribal, and local)? X
() Is the use consistent with applicable executive orders and Department and Service policies? X
(d) Is the use consislent with public safety? X
(e) Is the use consistent with goals and objectives in an approved management plan or cther

document? %
(fy Has an earlier docurmented analysis not denied the use or is this the first time the use has X

been proposed?
(g) Is the use manageable within available budget and staff? ¥
(h) Will this be manageable in the future within existing resources? ®

(1) Does the use contribute to the public's understanding and appreciation of the refuge's natural
or cultural resources, or is the use beneficial to the refuge’s natural or cultural resources?

(j} Can the use be accommodated without impairing existing wildlife-dependent recreational uses
or reducing the potential o provide quality (see section 1.60, 603 FW 1, for description), ]
compatible, wildlife-dependent recreation into the futura?

Where we do not have junisdiction over the use ["na” to (a)], there is no need to evaluate il further as we cannot contral the
use. Uses that are illegal, inconsistent with existing policy, or unsafe ["no” to (b}, (c), or (d}] may not be found appropriate.
If the answer is “no” to any of the ather questions above, we will generally not allow the use.

It indicated, the refuge manager has consulted with Terrtorial fish and wildlife agency. Yes X No__

When the refuge manager finds the use appropriate based on sound professional judgment, the refuge manager must justily
the usa in writing on an attached sheet and obtain the refuge supervisor's concurmence.

Based on an overall assessment of these factors, my summary conclusion is that the proposed use is:

Nol Appropriale_ Appropriate _ X

Reafuge Manager Sign ed Date

It found to be Not Appropriate, the refuge supernvisor does not need to sign concurrence If the use is a new use.
If an existing use is found Not Appropriate outside the CCP process, the refuge supervisor must sign concurrence,
If found to be Appropriate, the refuge supearvisor must sign concurrance.

Refuge Sup-awisnn_ﬁ Si g n Ed Date: ‘ﬁ/ ?f / A

A compatibility determination is required before the use may be allowed.
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Appendix VI. Compatibility Determinations

COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS FOR SANDY POINT NWR, ST. CROIX

Introduction: The Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed a number of uses for compatibility during the
comprehensive conservation planning process for Sandy Point NWR. The descriptions and
anticipated impacts of these uses are addressed separately. However, the “Uses” through “Public
Review and Comment” sections and the “Approval of Compatibility Determinations” section apply to
each use. If one of these uses is considered outside of the comprehensive conservation plan for
Sandy Point NWR, then those sections become part of that compatibility determination.

Uses: The following uses were found to be appropriate and evaluated to determine their
compatibility with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System (Refuge System) and the
purposes of the refuge: (1) hunting; (2) fishing; (3) wildlife observation and photography; (4)
environmental education and interpretation; (5) research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring; (6)
beachcombing, sunbathing, relaxing, playing, and swimming; and (7) commercial services supporting
the six priority wildlife-dependent public uses.

Refuge Name: Sandy Point NWR
Date Established: 1984.

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Sandy Point NWR was established on August 30,
1984, for the protection of leatherback sea turtles. The Service purchased 340 acres from the
West Indies Investment Company. Several other parcels totaling approximately 20 acres are in
various stages of acquisition.

Refuge Purpose: The refuge was established “... to conserve (A) fish or wildlife which are listed as
endangered species or threatened species ...or (B) plants ...” 16 U.S.C. 1534
(Endangered Species Act of 1973)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: The mission of the Refuge System, as defined by the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, is:

to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management, and
where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats
within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.

Other Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies:

Antiquities Act of 1906 (34 Stat. 225)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (15 U.S.C. 703-711; 40 Stat. 755)
Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929 (16 U.S.C. 715r; 45 Stat. 1222)
Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of 1934 (16 U.S.C. 718-178h; 48 Stat. 451)
Criminal Code Provisions of 1940 (18 U.S.C. 41)

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d; 54 Stat. 250)
Refuge Trespass Act of June 25, 1948 (18 U.S.C. 41; 62 Stat. 686)

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j; 70 Stat.1119)

Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (16 U.S.C. 460k-460k-4; 76 Stat. 653)
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Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131, 78 Stat. 890)

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470, et seq.; 80 Stat. 915)
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd, 668ee; 80 Stat. 927)
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq; 83 Stat. 852)

Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands (Executive Order 11644, as amended by
Executive Order 10989)

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq; 87 Stat. 884)

Refuge Revenue Sharing Act of 1935, as amended in 1978 (16 U.S.C. 715s; 92 Stat. 1319)
National Wildlife Refuge Regulations for the Most Recent Fiscal Year (50 CFR Subchapter
C; 43 CFR 3101.3-3)

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (S.B. 740)

North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1990

Food Security Act (Farm Bill) of 1990 as amended (HR 2100)

The Property Clause of the U.S. Constitution Article IV 3, Clause 2

The Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution Article 1, Section 8

The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-57, U.S.C. 668dd)
Executive Order 12996, Management and General Public Use of the National Wildlife Refuge
System, March 25, 1996

Title 50, CFR, Parts 25-33

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

Public Review and Comment: The compatibility determinations for Sandy Point NWR were part of
the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment (Draft CCP/EA) for the
Virgin Island Refuges, consisting of Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife
Refuges. The availability of the Draft CCP/EA was announced in the Federal Register on
September 17, 2009 (74 FR 47815) for a 30-day review and comment period. Copies of the Draft
CCP/EA were posted at refuge headquarters and area locations, and copies were distributed to
adjacent landowners, the general public, and local, island territory, and federal agencies.

Description of Use: Hunting

White-tailed deer occur on Sandy Point NWR and could be hunted as part of an island-wide effort to
control the population of this ungulate.

Availability of Resources: Law enforcement presence is insufficient to manage this use in a
safe manner.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: In terms of a beneficial impact, this use could help control the
number of white-tailed deer when their population becomes excessive, which, in turn, could help
reduce potential damage to habitat that occurs when deer (or any herbivore) exceed their carrying
capacity. However, other anticipated impacts are potentially adverse, including risks to public safety,
trespass on neighboring property, minor habitat damage, litter, and disturbance of other indigenous
wildlife, including sensitive species.
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Determination (check one below):
__X_ Useis Not Compatible

Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations
Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A

Justification: Hunting is one of the six wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of national wildlife
refuges cited in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, and was automatically
considered an appropriate use of the refuge. However, it is incompatible with the purposes of Sandy
Point NWR because of the refuge’s very small size; insufficient law enforcement resources (staffing
and budget); safety and security concerns for visitors, nearby residents, and staff; and potential risks
to indigenous and endangered nongame species.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Fishing

On Sandy Point NWR, fishing consists of surf fishing in the ocean. There is no freshwater sport
fishing on the refuge and no fishing in the West End Salt Pond.

Availability of Resources: Minimal oversight would be necessary.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As one of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses identified
in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, fishing was automatically
considered an appropriate use of the refuge. Anticipated impacts of this use include some litter
and minor wildlife disturbance. Wildlife disturbance is generally limited to flushing individual or
groups of feeding or resting wading birds, raptors, or seabirds to other locations on the refuge.
Anticipated impacts on nesting sea turtles is negligible, because adults nest and hatchlings
emerge from nests at night, after permitted fishing hours.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible

X __ Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations
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Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Surf fishing from the shore will be permitted
during open hours from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on weekends, when the refuge is open to the visiting public.
The refuge will not normally be open to fishing during regular closed hours, including the seasonal
closure that is intended to protect nesting sea turtles. However, fishing may be allowed during closed
hours when it is part of a designated fishing program that is supervised or monitored by refuge staff,
or is part of a fish monitoring or research program. Refuge staff will consider opening the refuge to
shoreline fishing at other times, such as between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., outside of the seasonal closure
for turtle nesting. Refuge staff will work informally with anglers to ensure that they are abiding by
refuge rules and conservation principles. The staff will also ensure that anglers pick up after
themselves and do not leave behind line, hooks, and other tackle that are hazards to wildlife and
other beach users, as well as an eyesore for the refuge. Management will establish a permit system
for people wishing to fish on the refuge. If refuge beaches are opened to surf fishing during the week,
the staff will conduct periodic patrols to establish a refuge and law enforcement presence.

Justification: Sport fishing is a priority public use identified in the Improvement Act and is generally
considered compatible with national wildlife refuges. It represents a form of consumptive outdoor
recreation that puts its practitioners into intimate contact with nature and wildlife, including fish, and it
can be conducted with minimal adverse impacts on other important refuge resources and public uses.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Wildlife Observation and Photography

Wildlife observation and photography have been identified in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 as priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, provided they are
compatible with the purposes of the refuge. This compatibility determination applies only to personal
wildlife observation and photography. Commercial photography or videography, if allowed, would be
covered under the Commercial Services compatibility determination and would require a special use
permit by the refuge with specific restrictions.

Existing opportunities for wildlife observation and photography at Sandy Point NWR include
controlled observation of nesting turtles and hatchlings as well as limited, largely informal
opportunities for bird watching. In addition, all refuge visitors have casual opportunities for observing
wildlife, ranging from marine mammals to termites.

Availability of Resources: In the case of turtle watching, refuge staff, part-time or temporary
employees, and partners are capable of providing the needed presence to protect nesting and
hatching leatherback turtles.
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Anticipated Impacts of the Use: There is always the potential for disturbance of sensitive native
wildlife, and even the potential for inadvertent direct harm, such as accidental trampling of ground-
nesting bird or turtle nests, eggs, and hatchlings. Beneficial impacts include increasing personal
knowledge of and appreciation for the refuge’s wildlife species.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: With regard to turtle watching, continue to
rigorously follow existing protocols when leading groups of visitors onto the beach to observe nesting
females. These protocols include: limiting group size; each group is accompanied by a trained staff
person, partner, or volunteer; group leader explains rules prior to leading group onto beach; no lights
or photography permitted; and leader strictly controls movement of group and proximity to turtles.
General wildlife observation and photography may be undertaken by visitors at all places on the
refuge at permitted times (generally outside of the peak leatherback sea turtle nesting season).

Justification: Wildlife observation and photography are two of the priority wildlife-dependent public
uses identified in the Improvement Act and generally considered compatible with national wildlife
refuges. They represent non-consumptive outdoor recreation that put their practitioners into intimate
contact with nature and wildlife, and they can be conducted with minimal adverse impacts on other
important refuge resources and public uses.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Environmental Education and Interpretation

Environmental education and interpretation have been identified in the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of 1997 as priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, provided they are
compatible with the purposes of the refuge.

The refuge’s existing environmental education and interpretation efforts include the very active turtle
watch education program as well as periodic environmental education on- and off-refuge. A number
of partners, both individuals and groups (agencies and non-governmental organizations), actively
collaborate with the Service in providing environmental education and interpretation services. The
new refuge headquarters, recently opened in 2007 near the southeast corner of the refuge, provides
a base for expanding on-refuge environmental education and interpretation. Exhibits and materials
will be available inside, and in the immediate vicinity the refuge may develop a short nature trail or
other exhibits. The proposed observation deck and trail leading to it also represent an excellent
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opportunity to provide additional environmental education and interpretation, including at the parking
area, along the trail, and at the deck itself.

Availability of Resources: In the case of turtle watching, refuge staff, part-time or temporary
employees, and partners are capable of providing the needed presence to protect nesting and
hatching leatherback sea turtles while providing environmental education and interpretation.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: There is some small potential for disturbance of sensitive native
wildlife, and even the potential for inadvertent, direct harm, such as accidental trampling of ground-
nesting bird or turtle nests, eggs, and hatchlings. Beneficial impacts include augmenting personal
knowledge of and appreciation for the refuge’s wildlife species, to include management’s role in
perpetuating and recovering those species and in maintaining and restoring the habitats and
conditions upon which they depend.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: With regard to the turtle watch interpretative
program, we will continue to rigorously follow existing protocols when leading groups of visitors onto
the beach to observe nesting females. These protocols include: limiting group size; each group is
accompanied by a trained staff person, partner, or volunteer; group leader explains rules prior to
leading group onto beach; no lights or photography permitted; and leader strictly controls movement
of group and proximity to turtles. Other environmental education and interpretation programs may be
conducted at other places and times on the refuge by staff or refuge partners (e.g., non-governmental
organizations, educational institutions, and other agencies).

Justification: Environmental education and interpretation are two of the priority wildlife-dependent
public uses identified in the Improvement Act and are generally considered compatible with national
wildlife refuges. They represent a form of non-consumptive outdoor recreation that puts its
practitioners into intimate contact with nature and wildlife, including fish, and they can be conducted
with minimal adverse impacts on other important refuge resources and public uses.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.
Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Research, Investigation, Surveying, and Monitoring

Research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring are the planned, organized, and systematic
gathering of data to discover or verify facts about biotic and abiotic resources on the refuge.

200 Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges



Monitoring implies a regularity of data collection to establish baseline conditions and long-term trends
in some key variable, such as the size of a population over time. Surveys involve the use of
standardized and scientifically valid techniques and methodologies in the field to derive estimates of
the abundance and distribution of flora and fauna of interest.

In principle, any of these information-generating activities conducted on the refuge by universities,
cooperative units, nonprofit organizations, and other research entities furthers refuge management
and serves the purposes, vision, goals, and objectives of the refuge. The refuge hosts research from
various research institutions supported by other non-governmental organizations.

All research activities, whether conducted by governmental agencies, public research entities,
universities, private research groups, or any other entity, shall be required to obtain special use permits
from the refuge. All research activities will be approved and overseen by the refuge manager.

Availability of Resources: The refuge has sufficient managerial resources to prepare and
administer special use permits to conduct research, investigations, surveying, and monitoring.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Generally, adverse impacts from research, investigation,
surveying, and monitoring are minimal. Occasionally, slight or temporary wildlife or habitat
disturbances may occur (e.g., minor compression or trampling of covered turtle nests may occur
when researchers move along the beach). However, these impacts are not significant, nor are they
permanent. Also, a small number of individual plants or animals might be collected for further
scientific study, but these collections are anticipated to have minimal impact on the populations from
which they were derived. All collections will adhere to the Service’s specimen collection. The data
and information generated by research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring are often considered
crucial to adaptive resource management and appropriate decision-making.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Projects that are fish and wildlife
management oriented, which will provide needed information to refuge operation and
management, will receive priority consideration and will even be solicited. All research conducted
on the refuge must further the purposes of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife
Refuge System. All research will adhere to established refuge policy on collecting specimens.

To ensure that research activities are compatible, the refuge requires that a special use permit be
obtained before any research activity may occur.

Research proposals and/or research special use permit applications must be submitted in
advance of the activity to allow for review by refuge staff to ensure minimal impacts to the
resources, staff, and programs of the refuge. Each special use permit may contain conditions
under which the research will be conducted. Each special use permit holder will submit annual
reports to update the refuge on research activities, progress, findings, and other information.
Further, each special use permit holder will provide copies of findings, final reports, publications,
and/or other documentation at the end of each project.
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The refuge will deny permits for research proposals that are determined to not serve the
purposes of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. The refuge will
also deny permits for research proposals that are determined to negatively impact resources or
that materially interfere with or detract from the purposes of the refuge. All research activities are
subject to the conditions of their permits.

Justification: Research activities provide important benefits to the refuge and to the natural
resources supported by the refuge. Supporting management, research conducted on the refuge can
lead to new discoveries, new facts, verified information, and increased knowledge and understanding
of resource management, as well as track current trends in fish and wildlife habitat and populations to
enable better management decisions. Research has the potential to advance the purposes of the
refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019

Description of Use: Beachcombing, Sunbathing, Relaxing, Playing, and Swimming

These activities are the most popular public activities at Sandy Point NWR, judged by the number of
participants who participate in them. Sandy Point is the largest beach on St. Croix, and many
islanders also believe it is the best beach, when considering its broad width, the quality of its sand,
and the character of its adjacent water and waves. Every year thousands of residents and tourists
visit the refuge’s beaches to beachcomb, sunbathe, and swim.

Availability of Resources: At present the refuge only has sufficient staffing resources to open the beach
for six hours each on Saturday and Sunday. It is crucial that collateral law enforcement staff patrol the
beach when visitors are present, both to provide a sense of security and safety to visitors (because both
violent and property crime were serious problems earlier) and to remind visitors that they are guests on a
national wildlife refuge that is conserving important and sensitive wildlife resources.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Beach use may potentially disturb sensitive native wildlife, and
also has the potential for inadvertent, direct harm, such as accidental trampling of ground-nesting bird
or turtle nests, eggs, and hatchlings. Beach use will also increase the amount of aesthetically and
environmentally damaging litter left on the refuge.

Determination (check one below):

Use is Not Compatible

X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations
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Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: The beach will be open to the public from 10
a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday only, until or unless additional staffing is provided to secure
public safety, at which time the open periods may be increased to other days of the week and maybe
longer hours. In the meantime, the refuge will be closed to the public: (1) during peak leatherback
nesting season; (2) during evening and night-time hours; and (3) from Monday-Friday year-round
(until additional staffing can be provided).

Justification: These beach activities have traditionally been carried out at Sandy Point by local
residents since before establishment of the refuge. Allowing the public access to the refuge’s
beaches at times and in a manner that minimizes adverse effects on nesting turtles and other wildlife
is important

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019

Description of Use: Commercial services supporting the six priority wildlife-dependent public uses

While not one of the six priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses named in the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, commercial services could potentially support wildlife
viewing, interpretation, and environmental education and interpretation at Sandy Point NWR, as they
do in many other national wildlife refuges around the United States.

The refuge would authorize commercial services through the issuance of special use permits. For the
purpose of this document, a commercial provider is defined as a permittee who charges a client a fee
for a program or service to generate a profit. This does not include individuals who perform these
services for no fee, not-for-profit groups, schools, colleges, or other governmental agencies. This
activity would provide recreational and educational opportunities for members of the public who
desire a quality wildlife-dependent experience, but who may lack the necessary equipment, skills,
knowledge, ability, or resources to obtain it themselves.

Potential commercial services on the refuge could include: motor vehicle tours; bird watching and
turtle watching; boat, canoe and kayak tours; and filmmaking and professional photography or
videography. Except for the fee charged to the customer by the commercial provider, or the payment
to professional photographers or documentary filmmakers by the purchasers of their products, the
impacts associated with these activities would not be different than other activities already occurring
on the refuge. The named activities covered by this compatibility determination are similar to the
activities covered by the wildlife observation and photography and environmental education and
interpretation compatibility determinations, but this compatibility determination would provide
additional guidance specific to commercial services.
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As proposed, some commercial services would be permitted in the open areas of the refuge
under a special use permit. Interpretive training and further guidelines may be developed and
required in the future. Currently, no administrative facilities for the providers of these commercial
services are planned for the refuge.

Availability of Resources: The program costs to refuge operations would include, but not be
limited to, development and review of policy and procedure, administration of annual or one-time
special use permits (e.g., addressing inquires, screening applicants, checking on insurance, and
issuing permits), and enforcement and monitoring of permit holders. However, the size and
scope of the program and number of permits issued would have to be balanced with the permit
fee. Existing facilities, such as the refuge office, access road, and access routes to the beaches,
could accommodate small-scale commercial services.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: To date, there are no commercial service programs on the refuge.
Guided tour activities might possibly conflict with other refuge visitors. For example, commercial
tours would use the same areas as other visitors engaged in wildlife observation, photography, and
interpretation. Unregulated, commercial operations could adversely affect the safety of other visitors
and the quality of their experience, and could contribute to wildlife disturbance.

As in the case of wildlife observation and photography, commercial services in support of wildlife-
dependent public uses always have the potential for disturbance of sensitive native wildlife, and even
the potential for inadvertent, direct harm, such as accidental trampling of ground-nesting bird or turtle
nests, eggs, and hatchlings. Beneficial impacts include increasing the public's knowledge of and
appreciation for the refuge’s wildlife species.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X __ Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Commercial operators shall be permitted only in
the areas and at times open to the public. Seasonal or permanent closures in certain areas may be
imposed on commercial operators if the level of use becomes excessive, conflicts occur with other
users engaged in priority wildlife-dependent recreation, or wildlife impacts occur. In the future,
interpretive training and other stipulations may be required of commercial operators to help the refuge
achieve its outreach and educational objectives.

The fee for annual commercial use permits is $250. These fees are anticipated to be increased as
the cost for administering the program increases. Commercial service providers would follow all
refuge regulations along with additional special conditions stipulated in their permits. The following
special conditions would be common to most commercial service providers:

The permittee would provide proof of general liability insurance in the amount of $300,000.

If using a boat, the permittee would provide proof of a Coast Guard Captain’s license.

The provider would supply the refuge with his/her fee schedule charged per client.

The provider would supply the refuge with the number of trips provided per year (this would
include the number of clients).

e A special use permit could be revoked for failure to comply with all conditions or for repeat

violations of refuge regulations.
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e Boat, canoe, and kayak tours would be permitted to use all designated launch sites. Tour
routes would be approved in the permit. A concessionaire permit would be required for any
tour operator accessing refuge lands.

e Filmmaking and professional photography would be permitted on a case-by-case evaluation.

Justification: Commercial operations could support wildlife observation and photography and
environmental education and interpretation. Further, they could provide recreational and
educational opportunities for members of the public who desire a quality wildlife-dependent
experience, but who may lack the necessary equipment, skill, knowledge, ability, or resource to
obtain it themselves. Providing opportunities for these activities would contribute toward fulfilling
provisions of the Improvement Act. The stipulations outlined above should minimize potential
impacts relative to wildlife/human interactions. At the current level of visitation, commercial
operations would not conflict with the national policy to maintain the biological diversity, integrity,
and environmental health of the refuge.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.
Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-Year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS, GREEN CAY NWR, ST. CROIX

Introduction: The Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed a number of uses for compatibility during the
comprehensive conservation planning process for Green Cay NWR. The descriptions and
anticipated impacts of these uses are addressed separately. However, the Uses through Public
Review and Comment sections and the Approval of Compatibility Determinations section apply to
each use. If one of these uses is considered outside of the comprehensive conservation plan for
Green Cay NWR, then those sections become part of that compatibility determination.

Uses: The following uses were found to be appropriate and evaluated to determine their
compatibility with the mission of the Refuge System and the purposes of the refuge: (1) hunting; (2)
fishing; (3) wildlife observation and photography; (4) environmental education and interpretation; (5)
research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring; and (6) commercial services supporting the six
priority wildlife-dependent public uses.

Refuge Name: Green Cay NWR
Date Established: 1977

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: The refuge was purchased from Mrs. Virginia Bright on
December 15, 1977, in order to protect the endangered St. Croix ground lizard. Green Cay NWR is
2.5 miles east of the town of Christiansted, St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands, and consists of the entire
14-acre island.

Refuge Purpose: The refuge was established “... to conserve fish or wildlife which are listed as
endangered species or threatened species ...” 16 U.S.C. 1534 (Endangered Species Act of 1973)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: The mission of the Refuge System, as defined by the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, is:

to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management,
and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats
within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.

Other Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies:

Antiquities Act of 1906 (34 Stat. 225)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (15 U.S.C. 703-711; 40 Stat. 755)

Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929 (16 U.S.C. 715r; 45 Stat. 1222)

Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of 1934 (16 U.S.C. 718-178h; 48 Stat. 451)

Criminal Code Provisions of 1940 (18 U.S.C. 41)

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d; 54 Stat. 250)

Refuge Trespass Act of June 25, 1948 (18 U.S.C. 41; 62 Stat. 686)

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j; 70 Stat.1119)

Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (16 U.S.C. 460k-460k-4; 76 Stat. 653)

Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131; 78 Stat. 890)

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470, et seq.; 80 Stat. 915)
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd, 668ee; 80 Stat. 927)
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq; 83 Stat. 852)
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Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands (Executive Order 11644, as amended by
Executive Order 10989)

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq; 87 Stat. 884)

Refuge Revenue Sharing Act of 1935, as amended in 1978 (16 U.S.C. 715s; 92 Stat. 1319)
National Wildlife Refuge Regulations for the Most Recent Fiscal Year (50 CFR

Subchapter C; 43 CFR 3101.3-3)

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (S.B. 740)

North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1990

Food Security Act (Farm Bill) of 1990 as amended (HR 2100)

The Property Clause of the U.S. Constitution Article IV 3, Clause 2

The Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution Article 1, Section 8

The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-57, USC668dd)
Executive Order 12996, Management and General Public Use of the National Wildlife Refuge
System, March 25, 1996

Title 50, CFR, Parts 25-33

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

Public Review and Comment: The compatibility determinations for Sandy Point NWR were part of
the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment (Draft CCP/EA) for the
Virgin Island Refuges, consisting of Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife
Refuges. The availability of the Draft CCP/EA was announced in the Federal Register on
September 17, 2009 (74 FR 47815) for a 30-day public review and comment period. Copies of the
Draft CCP/EA were posted at refuge headquarters and area locations, and copies were distributed to
adjacent landowners, the general public, and local, island territory, and federal agencies.

Description of Use: Hunting

Common ground doves occur on Green Cay NWR and could conceivably be hunted as the doves
once were on Green Cay.

Availability of Resources: Law enforcement presence is insufficient to manage this use in a safe
manner and protect other sensitive fauna on the island.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated impacts are clearly adverse, including risks to public
safety, habitat damage, litter, and disturbance of other indigenous wildlife, including sensitive species
such as the brown pelican, white-crowned dove, and St. Croix ground lizard.
Determination (check one below):
X Use is Not Compatible
Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A

Justification: As one of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses of national wildlife refuges cited in
the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, hunting was automatically considered

Appendices 207



an appropriate use of the refuge. However, it is incompatible with the purposes of Green Cay NWR
because of the refuge’s extremely small size; insufficient law enforcement resources; safety and
security concerns; and impact on sensitive listed species.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Fishing

There is no potential for freshwater fishing on Green Cay NWR, but saltwater fishing could be
conducted from the shore and nearshore boats.

Availability of Resources: Minimal oversight would be necessary.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As one of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses identified in
the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, fishing was automatically considered
an appropriate use of the refuge. Anticipated impacts of this use include some litter along the shore,
disturbance of sensitive shoreline habitats for the St. Croix ground lizard, and possible inadvertent
mortality of the lizard itself from trampling. Allowing anglers on the island would also increase the
probability of its recolonization by rats.

Determination (check one below):

X Use is Not Compatible

Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A
Justification: Sport fishing is one of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses generally considered
compatible with national wildlife refuges. However, it is not compatible with the purpose of Green
Cay NWR, which was established specifically to protect and recover the highly endangered St. Croix
ground lizard.
NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.
Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024
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Description of Use: Wildlife Observation and Photography

Wildlife observation and photography have been identified in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 as priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, provided they are
compatible with the purposes of the refuge. This compatibility determination applies only to personal
wildlife observation and photography. Commercial photography or videography, if allowed, would be
covered under the Commercial Services compatibility determination and would require a special use
permit by the refuge with specific restrictions.

Presently, no opportunities exist for wildlife observation and photography at Green Cay NWR,
because the refuge and island are closed to public entry. However, those interested in the Cay’s
natural history, including its geologic formations, landform, and vegetative communities, and wildlife,
can approach—but not land on—Green Cay in the surrounding marine waters using a boat, skiff,
kayak or canoe. Although the surrounding waters are quite shallow and dotted with coral reefs and
rock outcrops, cautious mariners in small craft can still approach closely enough to observe birds,
such as pelicans and doves, especially if they use binoculars.

Availability of Resources: The absence of on-site staff would make it difficult to manage visitation.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As two of the six wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of national
wildlife refuges cited in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, wildlife
observation and photography are automatically considered appropriate uses of the refuge.
Anticipated impacts of these uses at Green Cay NWR include possible litter, disturbance of habitats
for the St. Croix ground lizard, and possible inadvertent mortality of the lizard itself from trampling.
Allowing visitors on the island would also increase the chance of rat recolonization. Furthermore,
nesting and roosting of listed brown pelicans and roosting of the territorially endangered white
crowned pigeon could be disturbed.

Determination (check one below):

X Use is Not Compatible (directly on the refuge/Cay proper)

Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A
Justification: Wildlife observation and photography are two of the six priority public uses generally
considered compatible with national wildlife refuges. However, they are not compatible with the
purpose of Green Cay NWR, which was established specifically to protect and recover the highly
endangered St. Croix ground lizard. Permitting visitors in any numbers on the island itself would pose
an unacceptable risk to the small, hard-to-see, and vulnerable ground lizards.
NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.
Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024
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Description of Use: Environmental Education and Interpretation

Environmental education and interpretation have been identified in the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of 1997 as priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, provided they are
compatible with the purposes of the refuge.

Since Green Cay NWR is closed to the public, no visitor services, including environmental education and
interpretation, are provided on the refuge itself. However, the staff does maintain a website for the refuge
as well as provide off-refuge educational and outreach services. In addition, the staff works to educate
nearby resorts and hotels concerning the prohibition on landing at Green Cay and the reasons for this ban
on visits to the refuge. The refuge also maintains useful contacts with local outdoor equipment
concessionaires, who provide valuable information on what they observe occurring on the island. In
terms of education and outreach, staff also conducts occasional off-refuge presentations about Green
Cay, the St. Croix ground lizard, control of invasive species like the rat, and habitat restoration efforts.

Availability of Resources: No staff is present on the refuge, but staff from nearby Sandy Point
NWR conduct occasional environmental education off-refuge.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As two of the six wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of national
wildlife refuges cited in the Improvement Act, environmental education and interpretation are
automatically considered appropriate uses of the refuge. Anticipated impacts of these uses at Green
Cay NWR would include possible disturbance of habitats for the St. Croix ground lizard, and possible
inadvertent mortality of the lizard itself from trampling. Regular activities on the island proper would
also increase the chance of inadvertent rat recolonization. Furthermore, even under the best of
intentions, nesting and roosting of listed brown pelicans and roosting of the territorially endangered
white crowned pigeon could be disturbed.

Determination (check one below):
X Use is Not Compatible (directly on the refuge/Cay proper)

Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations
Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A
Justification: Environmental education and interpretation are two of the six public uses generally
considered compatible with national wildlife refuges. However, they are not compatible with the
purpose of Green Cay NWR, which was established specifically to protect and recover the highly
endangered St. Croix ground lizard. Permitting visitors in any numbers on the island itself, even for
such ordinarily worthwhile efforts as environmental education and interpretation, would pose an
unacceptable risk to the small, hard-to-see, and vulnerable ground lizards.
NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement

Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019
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Description of Use: Research, Investigation, Surveying, and Monitoring

Research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring are the planned, organized, and systematic
gathering of data to discover or verify facts about biotic and abiotic resources on the refuge.
Monitoring implies a regularity of data collection to establish baseline conditions and long-term trends
in some key variable, such as the size of a population over time. Surveys involve the use of
standardized and scientifically valid techniques and methodologies in the field to derive estimates of
the abundance and distribution of flora or fauna of interest.

In principle, any of these information-generating activities conducted on the refuge by universities, co-
op units, nonprofit organizations, and other research entities furthers refuge management and serves
the purposes, vision, goals, and objectives of the refuge. The refuge could potentially host research
from various research institutions supported by other non-governmental organizations.

Special use permits from the refuge shall be required for all research activities, whether conducted by
governmental agencies, public research entities, universities, private research groups, or any other entity.
All research activities will be approved and overseen by the refuge manager.

Availability of Resources: The refuge has sufficient managerial resources to prepare and
administer special use permits to conduct research, investigations, surveying, and monitoring.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Generally, adverse impacts from research, investigation,
surveying, and monitoring are minimal. Occasionally, slight or temporary wildlife or habitat
disturbances may occur (e.g., minor compression or trampling of covered turtle nests may occur
when researchers move along the beach). However, these impacts are not significant, nor are they
permanent. Also, a small number of individual plants or animals might be collected for further
scientific study, but these collections are anticipated to have minimal impact on the populations from
which they were derived. All collections will adhere to the Service’s specimen collection. The data
and information generated by research, monitoring, surveying, and monitoring are often considered
crucial to adaptive resource management and appropriate decision-making.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Projects that are fish and wildlife management
oriented, which will provide needed information to refuge operation and management, will receive priority
consideration and will even be solicited. All research conducted on the refuge must further the purposes
of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. All research will adhere to
established refuge policy on collecting specimens. To ensure that research activities are compatible, the
refuge requires that a special use permit be obtained before any research activity may occur.

Research proposals and/or research special use permit applications must be submitted in advance of the
activity to allow for review by refuge staff to ensure minimal impacts to the resources, staff, and programs
of the refuge. Each special use permit may contain conditions under which the research will be
conducted. Each special use permit holder will submit annual reports to update the refuge on research
activities, progress, findings, and other information. Further, each special use permit holder will provide
copies of findings, final reports, publications, and/or other documentation at the end of each project.
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The refuge will deny permits for research proposals that are determined to not serve the
purposes of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. The refuge will
also deny permits for research proposals that are determined to negatively impact resources or
that materially interfere with or detract from the purposes of the refuge. All researchers are
subject to the conditions of their permits.

Justification: Research activities provide important benefits to the refuge and to the natural
resources supported by the refuge. Supporting management, research conducted on the refuge can
lead to new discoveries, new facts, verified information, and increased knowledge and understanding
of resource management, as well as track current trends in fish and wildlife habitat and populations to
enable better management decisions. Research has the potential to advance the purposes of the
refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019

Description of Use: Commercial services supporting the six priority wildlife-dependent public uses

While not one of the six priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses named in the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, commercial services could potentially support wildlife
viewing, interpretation, and environmental education and interpretation at Green Cay NWR, as they
do in many other national wildlife refuges around the United States.

The refuge would authorize commercial services through the issuance of special use permits. For the
purpose of this document, a commercial provider is defined as a permittee who charges a client a fee
for a program or service to generate a profit. This does not include individuals who perform these
services for no fee, not-for-profit groups, schools, colleges, or other governmental agencies. This
activity would provide recreational and educational opportunities for members of the public who
desire a quality wildlife-dependent experience, but who may lack the necessary equipment, skills,
knowledge, ability, or resources to obtain it themselves.

Potential commercial services on the refuge could include: bird watching and turtle watching; boat,
canoe and kayak tours; and filmmaking and professional photography or videography. Except for the
fee charged to the customer by the commercial provider, or the payment to professional
photographers or documentary filmmakers by the purchasers of their products, the impacts
associated with these activities would not be different than other activities already occurring on the
refuge. The named activities covered by this compatibility determination are similar to the activities
covered by the wildlife observation and photography and environmental education and interpretation
compatibility determinations, but this compatibility determination would provide additional guidance
specific to commercial services.
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As proposed, some commercial services would be permitted in the open areas of the refuge under a
special use permit. Interpretive training and further guidelines may be developed and required in the
future. Currently, no administrative facilities for the providers of these commercial services are
planned for the refuge.

Availability of Resources: The program costs to refuge operations would include, but not be limited
to, development and review of policy and procedure, administration of annual or one-time special use
permits (e.g., addressing inquires, screening applicants, checking on insurance, and issuing permits),
and enforcement and monitoring of permit holders. However, the size and scope of the program and
number of permits issued would have to be balanced with the permit fee.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: To date, there are no commercial service programs on the refuge.
As in the case of wildlife observation and photography, commercial services in support of wildlife-
dependent public uses always have the potential for disturbance of sensitive native wildlife, and even
the potential for inadvertent, direct harm, such as accidental trampling of ground-nesting bird or turtle
nests, eggs, and hatchlings. Beneficial impacts include increasing the public's knowledge and
appreciation for the refuge’s wildlife species.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X __ Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Except for professional photographers,
videographers, and documentary filmmakers, who would be covered by special use permit and are
likely to occur infrequently and in very small numbers, no commercial operators would be permitted to
actually land on Green Cay NWR itself, because of the potential for damage to the St. Croix ground
lizard and its habitat that bringing people onto the island in any numbers would incur.

The fee for annual commercial use permits is $250. These fees are anticipated to be increased as
the cost for administering the program increases. Commercial service providers would follow all
refuge regulations along with additional special conditions stipulated in their permits. The following
special conditions would be common to most commercial service providers:

The permittee would provide proof of general liability insurance in the amount of $300,000.
If using a boat, the permittee would provide proof of a Coast Guard Captain’s license.

The provider would supply the refuge with his/her fee schedule charged per client.

A special use permit could be revoked for failure to comply with all conditions or for repeat
violations of refuge regulations.

e Filmmaking and professional photography would be permitted on a case-by-case evaluation.

Justification: Commercial operations can support wildlife observation and photography and
environmental education and interpretation. In particular, photographs, videos, and documentaries
made by talented photographers and flmmakers can have a tremendously positive influence on
educating the public, supporting the purpose of Green Cay NWR, and advancing the mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System.
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NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS FOR BUCK ISLAND NWR, ST. THOMAS

Introduction: The Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed a number of uses for compatibility during the
comprehensive conservation planning process for Buck Island NWR. The descriptions and
anticipated impacts of these uses are addressed separately. However, the Uses through Public
Review and Comment sections and the Approval of Compatibility Determinations section apply to
each use. If one of these uses is considered outside of the comprehensive conservation plan for
Buck Island NWR, then those sections become part of that compatibility determination.

Uses: The following uses were found to be appropriate and evaluated to determine their
compatibility with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System and the purposes of the
refuge: (1) hunting; (2) fishing; (3) wildlife observation and photography; (4) environmental
education and interpretation; (5) research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring; (6)
commercial services supporting the six priority wildlife-dependent public uses; and (7) hiking and
sightseeing on informal trails around island.

Refuge Name: Buck Island NWR
Date Established: 1969

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: The Service obtained about 36 acres from the U.S. Navy
in 1969 and the remaining 10 acres from the U.S. Coast Guard in 1981.

Refuge Purpose: The refuge was established for its “... particular value in carrying out the national
migratory bird management program.” 16 U.S.C. 667b (An act authorizing the transfer of certain real
property for wildlife or other purposes)

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System, as
defined by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, is:

to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management,
and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats
within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.

Other Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies:

Antiquities Act of 1906 (34 Stat. 225)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (15 U.S.C. 703-711; 40 Stat. 755)

Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929 (16 U.S.C. 715r; 45 Stat. 1222)

Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of 1934 (16 U.S.C. 718-178h; 48 Stat. 451)

Criminal Code Provisions of 1940 (18 U.S.C. 41)

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d; 54 Stat. 250)

Refuge Trespass Act of June 25, 1948 (18 U.S.C. 41; 62 Stat. 686)

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j; 70 Stat.1119)

Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (16 U.S.C. 460k-460k-4; 76 Stat. 653)

Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131; 78 Stat. 890)

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470, et seq.; 80 Stat. 915)
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd, 668ee; 80 Stat. 927)
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq; 83 Stat. 852)
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Use of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands (Executive Order 11644, as amended by Executive
Order 10989)

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq; 87 Stat. 884)

Refuge Revenue Sharing Act of 1935, as amended in 1978 (16 U.S.C. 715s; 92 Stat. 1319)
National Wildlife Refuge Regulations for the Most Recent Fiscal Year (50 CFR Subchapter C;
43 CFR 3101.3-3)

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (S.B. 740)

North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1990

Food Security Act (Farm Bill) of 1990 as amended (HR 2100)

The Property Clause of the U.S. Constitution Article IV 3, Clause 2

The Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution Article 1, Section 8

The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-57, USC668dd)
Executive Order 12996, Management and General Public Use of the National Wildlife Refuge
System, March 25, 1996

Title 50, CFR, Parts 25-33

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

Public Review and Comment: The compatibility determinations for Sandy Point NWR were part of
the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment (Draft CCP/EA) for the
Virgin Island Refuges, consisting of Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife
Refuges. The availability of the Draft CCP/EA was announced in the Federal Register on
September 17, 2009 (74 FR 47815) for a 30-day public review and comment period. Copies of the
Draft CCP/EA were posted at refuge headquarters and area locations, and copies were distributed to
adjacent landowners, the general public, and local, island territory, and federal agencies.

Description of Use: Hunting
Common ground doves occur on Buck Island NWR and could conceivably be hunted.

Availability of Resources: Law enforcement presence is insufficient to manage this use in a safe
manner and protect sensitive fauna on the island.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Anticipated impacts are clearly adverse, including risks to public
safety, habitat damage, litter, and disturbance of other indigenous wildlife, including sensitive species
such as the brown pelican, white-crowned dove, Caribbean roseate tern, peregrine falcon, slippery
back skink, and Puerto Rican racer.
Determination (check one below):

X __ Use is Not Compatible

Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A
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Justification: As one of the six wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of national wildlife refuges cited in
the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, hunting was automatically considered an
appropriate use of the refuge. However, it is incompatible with the purposes of Buck Island NWR
because of the refuge’s small size; lack of sufficient huntable game populations; insufficient law
enforcement resources; safety and security concerns; and impact on sensitive listed species.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Fishing

There is no potential for freshwater fishing on the small island, but saltwater fishing could be
conducted from the shore and nearshore boats.

Availability of Resources: No staff is present on or near the refuge, and access from St. Croix is
logistically difficult. Thus, there are insufficient law enforcement resources to manage the fishery and
simultaneously protect sensitive fauna on the island.
Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As one of the six wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of national
wildlife refuges cited in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, fishing was
automatically considered an appropriate use of the refuge. Anticipated impacts of this use include
some litter along the shore and disturbance of shore-based wildlife.
Determination (check one below):

X __ Use is Not Compatible

Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: N/A
Justification: Sport fishing is one of the six wildlife-dependent public uses generally considered

compatible with national wildlife refuges. However, it is not compatible in the case of Buck Island
NWR, because of the difficulty in managing this consumptive public use without staff onsite or nearby.
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NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Wildlife Observation and Photography

Wildlife observation and photography have been identified in the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 as priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, provided they are
compatible with the purposes of the refuge. This compatibility determination applies only to personal
wildlife observation and photography. Commercial photography or videography, if allowed, would be
covered under the Commercial Services compatibility determination and would require a special use
permit by the refuge with specific restrictions.

There are limited opportunities for wildlife observation and photography at Buck Island NWR at this
time, and no facilities to support these activities. As noted in Chapter Il of the CCP, considerable
wildlife observation and photography takes place in the vicinity of the refuge, just offshore and just
outside the refuge boundary, from boats anchored in several bays at Buck Island. These privately
owned boats bring many thousands of visitors every year to the coral reefs surrounding Buck Island,
for diving and snorkeling. Most of the visitors are brought by commercial guide services; some arrive
in their own watercraft. A small but unknown number of these visitors make their way onto Buck
Island itself to hike, sightsee, and observe and photograph wildlife.

Availability of Resources: The absence of on-site staff makes it impossible to manage these
activities on a day-to-day basis.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As two of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses of national
wildlife refuges cited in the Improvement Act, wildlife observation and photography are automatically
considered appropriate uses of the refuge. Anticipated impacts of these uses at Buck Island NWR
include some litter, minor disturbance of wildlife habitats, disturbance of bird nesting, and possible,
accidental mortality of certain wildlife, such as nestlings of ground-nesting birds. Allowing visitors
access to the island also increases the likelihood of rat recolonization.

Determination (check one below):

__ Useis Not Compatible

___ X Useis Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: The refuge will place and maintain signs at
regular intervals around the perimeter of the island advising all visitors that Buck Island is a national

wildlife refuge under the management and protection of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Visitors will be
requested to stay on existing paths and not to disturb or molest any wildlife, especially nesting birds.
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Justification: Wildlife observation and photography are two of the priority wildlife-dependent public uses
generally considered compatible with national wildlife refuges. They represent non-consumptive outdoor
recreation that places their practitioners into intimate contact with nature and wildlife, and they can be
conducted with minimal adverse impacts on other important refuge resources and public uses.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Environmental Education and Interpretation

Environmental education and interpretation have been identified in the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act of 1997 as priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses, provided they are
compatible with the purposes of the refuge.

Availability of Resources: At present, due to logistical difficulties and the absence of on-site staff,
no formal environmental education or interpretation takes place on the refuge and there are no
facilities for such. If programs are offered, the resources required to run the programs would be
minimal and built into the refuge operation and maintenance budget.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: As two of the six wildlife-dependent, priority public uses of national
wildlife refuges cited in the Improvement Act, environmental education and interpretation are
automatically considered appropriate uses of the refuge. There is some small potential for
disturbance of sensitive native wildlife, and even the potential for inadvertent, direct harm, such as
accidental trampling of ground-nesting bird. Beneficial impacts include increasing personal
knowledge of and appreciation for the refuge’s wildlife species and management’s role in
perpetuating and recovering those species, and in maintaining and restoring the habitats and
conditions upon which they depend.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible (directly on the refuge/Cay proper)

X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations
Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: While anticipated impacts are anticipated to be
minimal, stipulations are required to ensure that wildlife resources are adequately protected. Any
environmental education program activities at Buck Island NWR would avoid sensitive sites and
sensitive wildlife populations. A section on wildlife etiquette would be built into all curriculums.
Environmental education programs and activities would be held at less sensitive sites on the island where

impacts may be minimized. Evaluations of sites and programs should be conducted annually to assess if
objectives are being met and to ensure that natural resources are not being adversely impacted.
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Impacts associated with interpretive programs are also anticipated to be minimal. One overarching
aspect of the interpretive program is to build understanding of and appreciation for the refuge and its
natural and cultural resources. If use increases, some wildlife disturbance would be unavoidable, but
through interpretive material (e.g., brochures, signs, and kiosk panels) proper wildlife etiquette would
be stressed. Education is crucial for making visitors aware that their actions can have negative
impacts on wildlife. Interpretive activities and programs will be conducted at developed sites where
impacts can be minimized. Wildlife impacts on the Cox Ferry Recreation Area would be carefully
monitored. If impacts are detected, adaptive strategies will be developed, such as seasonal trail
closures to reduce wildlife disturbance. Annual evaluations would be conducted to assess if
objectives are being met and that the natural resources are not being adversely affected. The refuge
would modify or eliminate any uses that result in unacceptable impacts

Justification: Environmental education and interpretation are two of the six public uses generally
considered compatible with national wildlife refuges. Environmental education and interpretation are
used to encourage all citizens to act responsibly in protecting natural resources. Environmental
education and interpretation activities are tools the refuge can use to build understanding of and
appreciation and support for the refuge and the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Resources required to run the programs are minimal and are built into the refuge operation and
maintenance budget. As long as stipulations to ensure compatibility are followed, the programs should
remain compatible with the purposes of the refuge. At such time that the monitoring program identifies
unacceptable wildlife impacts, the refuge would modify activities to minimize or eliminate the impacts.

Both programs would allow for the public to become knowledgeable of the missions of the Service,
the Refuge System, and the purposes of the refuge. The programs highlight the areas which are
most in line with the refuge’s management philosophy proposed under the CCP. Considering the
minimal anticipated impacts through implementation of the environmental education and
interpretation programs and the benefits that should arise through public education, participation, and
involvement, the program is deemed compatible.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2024

Description of Use: Research, Investigation, Surveying, and Monitoring

Research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring are the planned, organized, and systematic
gathering of data to discover or verify facts about biotic and abiotic resources on the refuge.
Monitoring implies a regularity of data collection to establish baseline conditions and long-term trends
in some key variable, such as the size of a population over time. Surveys involve the use of
standardized and scientifically valid techniques and methodologies in the field to derive estimates of
the abundance and distribution of fauna or flora of interest.
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In principle, any of these information-generating activities conducted on the refuge by universities,
cooperative units, nonprofit organizations, and other research entities furthers refuge management
and serves the purposes, vision, goals, and objectives of the refuge. The refuge could potentially
host research from various research institutions supported by other non-governmental organizations.

All research activities, whether conducted by governmental agencies, public research entities,
universities, private research groups, or any other entity, shall be required to obtain special use permits
from the refuge. All research activities will be approved and overseen by the refuge manager.

Availability of Resources: The refuge has sufficient managerial resources to prepare and
administer special use permits to conduct research, investigations, surveying, and monitoring.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Generally, adverse impacts from research, investigation,
surveying and monitoring are minimal. Occasionally, slight or temporary wildlife or habitat
disturbances may occur (e.g., minor compression or trampling of covered turtle nests may occur
when researchers move along the beach). However, these impacts are not significant, nor are they
permanent. Also, a small number of individual plants or animals might be collected for further
scientific study, but these collections are anticipated to have minimal impact on the populations from
which they were derived. All collections will adhere to the Service’s specimen collection. The data
and information generated by research, investigation, surveying, and monitoring are often considered
crucial to adaptive resource management and appropriate decision-making.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Projects that are fish and wildlife management
oriented, which will provide needed information to refuge operation and management, will receive
priority consideration and will even be solicited. All research conducted on the refuge must further
the purposes of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. All research will
adhere to established refuge policy on research and policy on collecting specimens. To ensure that
research activities are compatible, the refuge requires that a special use permit be obtained before
any research activity may occur.

Research proposals and/or research special use permit applications must be submitted in advance of the
activity to allow for review by refuge staff to ensure minimal impacts to the resources, staff, and programs
of the refuge. Each special use permit may contain conditions under which the research will be
conducted. Each special use permit holder will submit annual reports to update the refuge on research
activities, progress, findings, and other information. Further, each special use permit holder will provide
copies of findings, final reports, publications, and/or other documentation at the end of each project.

The refuge will deny permits for research proposals that are determined to not serve the
purposes of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. The refuge will
also deny permits for research proposals that are determined to negatively impact resources or
that materially interfere with or detract from the purposes of the refuge. All research activities are
subject to the conditions of their permits.
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Justification: Research activities provide important benefits to the refuge and to the natural
resources supported by the refuge. Supporting management, research conducted on the refuge can
lead to new discoveries, new facts, verified information, and increased knowledge and understanding
of resource management, as well as track current trends in fish and wildlife habitat and populations to
enable better management decisions. Research has the potential to advance the purposes of the
refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019

Description of Use: Commercial services supporting the six priority wildlife-dependent public uses

While not one of the six priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses named in the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act, commercial services could potentially support wildlife viewing and
environmental education and interpretation at Buck Island NWR, as they do in many other national
wildlife refuges around the United States.

The refuge would authorize commercial services through the issuance of special use permits. For the
purpose of this document, a commercial provider is defined as a permittee who charges a client a fee
for a program or service to generate a profit. This does not include individuals who perform these
services for no fee, not-for-profit groups, schools, colleges, or other governmental agencies. This
activity would provide recreational and educational opportunities for the public who desire a quality
wildlife-dependent experience, but who may lack the necessary equipment, skills, knowledge, ability,
or resources to obtain it themselves.

Potential commercial services on the refuge could include birdwatching; boat, canoe and kayak tours;
and filmmaking and professional photography or videography. Except for the fee charged to the
customer by the commercial provider, or the payment to professional photographers or documentary
filmmakers by the purchasers of their products, the impacts associated with these activities would not
be different than other activities already occurring on the refuge. The named activities covered by
this compatibility determination are similar to the activities covered by the wildlife observation and
photography and environmental education and interpretation compatibility determinations, but this
compatibility determination would provide additional guidance specific to commercial services.

As proposed, some commercial services would be permitted in the open areas of the refuge under a
special use permit. Interpretive training and further guidelines may be developed and required in the
future. Currently, no administrative facilities for the providers of these commercial services are
planned for the refuge.

Availability of Resources: The program costs to refuge operations would include, but not be limited
to: development and review of policy and procedure, administration of annual or one-time special use
permits (e.g., addressing inquires, screening applicants, checking on insurance, and issuing permits),
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and enforcement and monitoring of permit holders. However, the size and scope of the program and
number of permits issued would have to be balanced with the permit fee.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: To date, there are no commercial service programs on the refuge.
As in the case of wildlife observation and photography, commercial services in support of wildlife-
dependent public uses always have the potential for disturbance of sensitive native wildlife, and even
the potential for inadvertent, direct harm, such as accidental trampling of ground-nesting bird or turtle
nests, eggs, and hatchlings. Beneficial impacts include increasing the public's knowledge and
appreciation for the refuge’s wildlife species.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Commercial operators shall be permitted only in
the areas and at times open to the public. Seasonal or permanent closures in certain areas may be
imposed on commercial operators if the level of use becomes excessive, conflicts occur with other
users engaged in priority wildlife-dependent recreation, or wildlife impacts occur. In the future,
interpretive training and other stipulations may be required of commercial operators to help the refuge
achieve its outreach and educational objectives.

The fee for annual commercial use permits is $250. These fees are anticipated to be increased as
the cost for administering the program increases. Commercial service providers would follow all
refuge regulations along with additional special conditions stipulated in their permits. The following
special conditions would be common to most commercial service providers:

The permittee would provide proof of general liability insurance in the amount of $300,000.

If using a boat, the permittee would provide proof of a Coast Guard Captain’s license.

The provider would supply the refuge with his/her fee schedule charged per client.

The provider would supply the refuge with the number of trips provided per year (this would

include the number of clients).

e A special use permit could be revoked for failure to comply with all conditions or for repeat
violations of refuge regulations.

e Boat, canoe, and kayak tours would be permitted to use all designated launch sites. Tour
routes would be approved in the permit. A concessionaire permit would be required for any
tour operator accessing refuge lands.

e Filmmaking and professional photography would be permitted on a case-by-case evaluation.

Justification: Commercial operations could support wildlife observation and photography and
environmental education and interpretation. Further, they could provide recreational and
educational opportunities for the members of the public who desire a quality wildlife-dependent
experience, but who may lack the necessary equipment, skill, knowledge, ability, or resource to
obtain it themselves. Providing opportunities for these activities would contribute toward fulfilling
provisions of the Improvement Act. The stipulations outlined above should minimize potential
impacts relative to wildlife/human interactions. At the current level of visitation, commercial
operations would not conflict with the national policy to maintain the biological diversity, integrity,
and environmental health of the refuge.
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NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019

Description of Use: Hiking and sightseeing on informal trails around island

As noted in Chapter Il of the CCP, many boats carrying tourists, snorkelers, and divers visit the
vicinity of Buck Island every year. These privately owned vessels bring many thousands of visitors
every year to enjoy the coral reefs surrounding Buck Island, for diving and snorkeling. Most of the
visitors are brought by commercial guide services; some arrive in their own watercraft. A small but
unknown number of these visitors make their way onto Buck Island itself to hike, sightsee, and visit
the historic lighthouse, erected in 1913 at about the highest point on Buck Island.

Availability of Resources: The absence of onsite staff makes it impossible to manage these
activities on a day-to-day basis.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: Hiking, sightseeing, and visiting historic/cultural sites are not by
themselves wildlife-dependent activities, but they often occur in conjunction with wildlife observation
and photography. Anticipated impacts of these uses at Buck Island NWR include some litter, minor
disturbance of wildlife habitats, disturbance of bird nesting, and possible, accidental mortality of
certain wildlife, such as nestlings of ground-nesting birds. Allowing visitors access to the island also
increases the likelihood of rat recolonization.

Determination (check one below):
Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: The refuge will place and maintain signs at
regular intervals around the perimeter of the island and at least one along each trail advising all
visitors that Buck Island is a National Wildlife Refuge under the management and protection of the
Federal Government (United States Fish and Wildlife Service). Visitors will be requested to stay on
existing paths and not to disturb or molest any wildlife, especially nesting birds. A sign at the
lighthouse will inform visitors that it is a historic resource that is illegal to vandalize in any way. While
the absence of onsite staff and the distance between where staff are located (Sandy Point NWR on
St. Croix and Buck Island NWR) mean that these activities cannot be managed or supervised on a
day-to-day basis, on their visits to Buck Island, and through the use of volunteers and other partners,
Service staff will be able to assess whether or not trail overuse (leading to erosion), discarded litter, or
other problems are occurring that require intervention and action.
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Justification: Hiking, sightseeing, and visiting historic sites represent non-consumptive forms of
outdoor recreation that place their practitioners into intimate contact with nature, and they can be
conducted with minimal adverse impacts on other important refuge resources and public uses. In
addition, these activities often expose participants to wildlife, which can lead to a greater appreciation

of the role of Buck Island NWR and the Refuge System as a whole in conserving and restoring
habitat and wildlife.

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Description: Place an X in appropriate space.

Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statement
Categorical Exclusion and Environmental Action Statement

X Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Mandatory 10-year Re-evaluation Date: 02/23/2019
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APPROVAL OF COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS
The signature of approval is for all compatibility determinations considered within the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan for Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges. If one of

the descriptive uses is considered for compatibility outside of the comprehensive conservation plan,
the approval signature becomes part of that determination.

f S‘_fgne_d

(Signature/Date)

- e’ = .
Refuge Manager: AL '5(;:";{-: Eerrld

Regional Compatibility [ a',[ | ol =
Coordinator: _wWe | ‘-‘IL{?"“' i?//ff“'
(Signature/Date)
Vs

¢ Signed |
Refuge Supervisor: . g\ ) ST CSM‘ﬁFr/&fO
s i Signature/Date)

- - - @”
Regional Chief, National

Wildlife Refuge System, S y '§ | d
Southeast Region: _ ’g e ﬂfj};}mm

I (signature/®ate)
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Appendix VII. Intra-Service Section 7 Biological
Evaluation

INTRA-SERVICE SECTION 7 BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION FORM

Originating Person: Michael Evans
Telephone Number: 340-773-4554 D
E-Mail: Michael_Evan@fws.gov \\fE
Date: December 2008 EGE
PROJECT NAME: iR 1 70
‘ L]

I Service Program: AN \SEHMDE'
. . E

____Ecological Services GPF“‘EREFUGE

___ Federal Aid

____ Clean Vessel Act

____ Coastal Wetlands
____Endangered Species Section 6
____Partners for Fish and Wildlife
_____Sport Fish Restoration
___Wildlife Restoration
____Fisheries
_X_Refuges/Wildlife

I. State/Agency: North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

Il. Station Name: Sandy Point National Wildlife Refuge, St. Croix (also managing Green

Cay NWR, St. Croix and Buck Island NWR, St. Thomas, in the U.S. Virgin Islands)

(\VA Description of Proposed Action

The proposed Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) would provide overall direction for
management of wildlife populations, habitat, and public use at Sandy Point, Green Cay and

Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges over the next 15 years. The preferred management

alternatives for each refuge in the CCP would provide for balanced, appropriate and
compatible wildlife/habitat management and public use activities. It would support the

purposes for which the refuges were established, including conservation of endangered or

threatened species such as the leatherback sea turtle and St. Croix ground lizard.

V. Pertinent Species and Habitat:

A. Include species/habitat occurrence map: Please see Figures 1-5, 9, and 10 of CCP
in Section A of this document (attached in free-standing version of this Evaluation for

submittal to USFWS Ecological Services at Bogqueron Field Office, Puerto Rico).
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B. Complete the following table:

SPECIES/CRITICAL HABITAT STATUS!
Sandy Point National Wildlife Refuge
Leatherback Sea Turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) E
Atlantic Green Sea Turtle (Chelonia mydas) T
Hawksbill Sea Turtle (Eretmochelys mbricate) E
Brown Pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis occidentalis) E
Caribbean Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) E/T
Vahl's Boxwood (Buxus vahlii) E
Green Cay National Wildlife Refuge
Brown Pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis occidentalis) E
St. Croix Ground Lizard (Ameiva polops)
Hawksbill Sea Turtle — (Eretemechelys imbricata) E
Buck Island National Wildlife Refuge
Brown Pelican (Pelicanus occidentalis occidentalis) E
Caribbean Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) E/T

'STATUS: E=endangered, T=threatened, PE=proposed endangered, PT=proposed threatened, CH=critical habitat,
PCH=proposed critical habitat, C=candidate species, S/A=Similar Appearance

VI. Location (attach map): Please see Figures 1-5, 9, and 10 of CCP in Section A of this
document (attached in free-standing version of this Evaluation for submittal to USFWS
Ecological Services at Boqueron Field Office, Puerto Rico).

A. Ecoregion Number and Name: Caribbean
B. County and State: United States Virgin Islands (U.S. Territory, not State)

C. Section, township, and range (or latitude and longitude):
Sandy Point: 17° 43'N, 64° 53' W
Green Cay: 17°45'N, 64° 42' W
Buck Island: 18° 20" N, 64° 55' W

D. Distance (miles) and direction to nearest town:
Sandy Point: 1 mile South Southwest of Frederiksted, St. Croix
Green Cay: 4 miles East Northeast of Christiansted, St. Croix
Buck Island: 5 miles South Southeast of Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas
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E. Species/habitat occurrence:

Leatherback Sea Turtle (Sandy Point) — The beaches at Sandy Point NWR support the largest
leatherback nesting site in the entire United States and the northern Caribbean. In the 2007
nesting season, 193 turtles laid a total of 989 nests with an average of about 78 yolked eggs
per clutch. This also represents the largest continuously studied population of nesting
leatherbacks in the world — tagging began in 1977. Peak nesting season is from March
through July, and nesting almost always takes place at night. During a single season at
Sandy Point, females will nest every 9-10 days, typically laying 5-7 clutches in total. Figure 10
in the CCP shows the distribution of leatherback nests at Sandy Point. At the same time that
the numbers of nesting female leatherbacks and overall hatchling production have increased,
the nest hatch success rate has decreased.

Green Sea Turtle (Sandy Point) — Green sea turtles almost always nest at night; they may nest at
any time of the year, although the peak nesting season is from August to October. Females
emerge and crawl up the beach to dig their nests, usually near vegetation on the edge of the open
beach, laying 3.5-4 clutches per year. Funding constraints do not allow for night time monitoring
during green turtle nesting season at Sandy Point NWR, but green turtles are monitored and
tagged on the refuge during monitoring activities for leatherback turtles. In a 2003 survey, mean
clutch size was 114 eggs and mean hatch success was 84.0 percent.

Hawksbill Sea Turtle (Sandy Point and Green Cay) — In the US Virgin Islands, hawksbill turtles
may nest throughout the year, although the peak nesting season is from July to October.
Nesting usually occurs at night, but may take place during daytime as well. Because of their
relatively smaller size and agility, female hawksbills can maneuver among rocks and other
obstacles to crawl high up onto beaches. In contrast with other sea turtles, they dig nests
under sea grape or other vegetation beyond the edge of the beach. Some hawksbills have
even been documented making extensive excursions upland from the beach. Females lay
between up to three clutches per year. As with green turtles, Sandy Point NWR monitors
hawksbill turtle nesting activities in July and August. Monitoring activities include night time or
day time patrols, tagging, collection of typical nesting data, and nest excavations. Nesting is
not monitored at Green Cay NWR.

Brown Pelican (Sandy Point, Green Cay, Buck Island) — Although other subspecies were recently
delisted, the Caribbean brown pelican is still listed as endangered by the USFWS. In the US
Virgin Islands, breeding colonies occur at several Cays off the main islands, including Green Cay
and Buck Island off northern St. Croix. Pelicans normally nest in trees and shrubs but after
hurricanes may nest on fallen vegetation or on the ground. Bird surveys often documented over
100 pelicans roosting on the edge of the West End Salt Pond as well as roosting and feeding
around the sandy shoreline of Sandy Point beach. During 2003 and 2004 brown pelicans nested
on the western side of Green Cay. A total of 54 nests were documented in 2003 and 64 in 2004.
Brown pelicans and magnificent frigatebirds feed off shore and roost year round in the trees, cliffs,
and beaches of Green Cay. At Buck Island NWR, brown pelicans have been observed roosting,
feeding, and resting, but not nesting.
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Caribbean Roseate Tern (Sandy Point, Buck Island) — The largest breeding colonies of the
Caribbean population occur on the Puerto Rican Bank, in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands;
certain Cays tend to be favored. None of the 17 breeding sites recorded in the USVI since
1987 has been used every year. This unpredictability hinders attempts to manage and protect
breeding colonies. Unlike the roseate terns of the northeastern U.S., which tend to nest under
vegetation or other shelter, Caribbean populations nest in more open sites, such as narrow
rock ledges, on steep slopes, or among coral rubble of rocky, offshore islands. Eggs are
usually laid directly on the ground, rock, or vegetation with little or no nest material added. At
both Sandy Point NWR and Buck Island NWR, the presence of roseate terns has not yet been
documented, but they could potentially occur.

Vahl's Boxwood (Sandy Point) — At present there are six known populations of Vahl's
boxwood, four in Puerto Rico and two in St. Croix (Frederiksted and Christiansted). The
Sandy Point NWR population covers approximately 0.22 acre and consists of over 100
individuals. The species has the ability to adapt to different environmental conditions. Such
adaptations include shrubby growth in dry areas where it grows as part of the understory
versus an arborescent (tree-like) growth form in high precipitation areas. The specimens of
the Sandy Point NWR population are shrubby because of the drier climate of this area and are
part of the dry forest understory.

St. Croix Ground Lizard (Green Cay) — The endemic St. Croix ground lizard was once widespread
and abundant in coastal areas of St. Croix. The lizard was extirpated from the main island as a
result of predation by the introduced small Indian mongoose and habitat loss via encroaching
coastal development. It survives on Green Cay and in one or two other locations, most recently
nearby Buck Island National Monument, to which individuals were transplanted by the USFWS
and National Park Service in 2008. On Green Cay, a 2003-2004 survey estimated the population
at between approximately 1,170 to 2,180 individual lizards. The St. Croix ground lizard actively
prowls, roots and digs for prey. It can tolerate a good deal of natural and unnatural disturbance in
beach and dry forest, which is not altogether surprising, since hurricanes periodically affect these
habitats. Key habitat components include bare ground (including sandy, exposed areas), high
densities of leaf and tidal litter, woody debris, scrub, and forest with intermediate to high woody
stem densities that permit dappling of sun and shade (canopied and exposed areas), and burrows
including crab burrows.
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VII. Determination of Effects:

A. Explanation of effects of the action on species and critical habitats in item V. B:

SPECIES/
CRITICAL HABITAT

IMPACTS TO SPECIES/CRITICAL HABITAT

Leatherback Sea Turtle

Visitation by beach goers could trample or compress nests and
interfere with hatching and hatchling journey across the beach;
predation by non-native animals; poaching of eggs or turtles by
humans; disturbance of females arriving to nest by staff, volunteers,
and wildlife observers, causing females to abandon attempt.

Atlantic Green Sea Turtle

Same as for leatherback turtles.

Hawksbill Sea Turtle

Same as for leatherback turtles.

Brown Pelican

At Sandy Point, potential disturbance of roost sites by visitors,
watchers, and activities in West End Salt Pond; at Green Cay,
disturbance of nesting by unauthorized visitation and predation by
invasive or native animals, and damage to habitat by invasive rats.

Caribbean Roseate Tern

Presence of this species not yet documented at Sandy Point and Buck
Island, and types of possible impacts not yet identified.

Vahl's Boxwood

No authorized activities have been identified that would deliberately or
inadvertently harm this species at Sandy Point.

St. Croix Ground Lizard

Authorized or proposed management activities would not harm this
species. Unauthorized activities, such as trespass or release of non-
native and invasive animals, can pose a threat to its survival.
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B. Explanation of actions to be implemented to reduce adverse effects:

SPECIES/
CRITICAL HABITAT

ACTIONS TO MITIGATE/MINIMIZE IMPACTS

Leatherback Sea Turtle

Close beach to all visitation during peak nesting season for
leatherbacks; conduct regular patrols every day of the week,
including night patrols; exercise strict control over all visitors allowed
on the beach to observe nesting leatherbacks and help hatchlings;
control invasive animals through trapping, and if necessatry,
shooting; conduct continuing education in schools and with public at
large through a variety of means and venues.

Atlantic Green Sea Turtle

Implement all measures listed for leatherback turtle; outside peak
leatherback nesting season, when funding/staffing permit, begin
program of saturation tagging and more regular patrols to increase
protection.

Hawksbill Sea Turtle

At Sandy Point, same as for leatherback and green turtle; at Green
Cay, maintain closure of entire Cay, particularly the small beach on
the south end, to all visitation; enforce against trespass; eliminate
invasive species as needed.

Brown Pelican

At all three refuges, reduce disturbance in vicinity of roosting or
nesting sites; at Sandy Point, continue to prohibit boats in refuge
portion of West End Salt Pond; at Green Cay and Buck Island,
increase efforts to restore habitat, primarily through reforestation.

Caribbean Roseate Tern

At both Sandy Point and Buck Island, monitor for the presence of
this species. If determined to be using the refuges on a regular
basis, take appropriate steps to reduce potential disturbance in
vicinity of nesting or roosting sites.

Vahl's Boxwood

Continue to monitor the health and survival of the existing
population at Sandy Point through annual surveys, including
measurements. Use GPS and GIS to precisely map locations.
Coordinate with St. George Botanical Garden and University of
Puerto Rico’s Botanical Garden on ongoing propagation and re-
introduction efforts.

St. Croix Ground Lizard

Continue regular monitoring of rat presence on an annual or
biannual basis; continue rat eradication efforts until success is
obtained; continue regular censuses of St. Croix ground lizard
population at a minimum of once every five years; monitor survival
and growth of tree seedlings planted in 2004 as part of reforestation
effort; remove competing vegetation around planted seedlings to
improve their chances of survival; using partners, volunteers, and/or
YCC crews from Sandy Point NWR, continuing planting new
seedlings of native trees to reforest island; work with NPS to monitor
success of the St. Croix ground lizards translocated from Green Cay
to Buck Island Reef National Monument; continue to maintain
closure of Green Cay to visitors.
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VIll.  Effect Determination and Response Requested:

DETERMINATION*
SPECIES/CRITICAL HABITAT REQUESTED
NE NA AA

Leatherback Sea Turtle X Concurrence
Atlantic Green Sea Turtle X Concurrence
Hawksbill Sea Turtle X Concurrence
Brown Pelican X Concurrence
Caribbean Roseate Tern X Concurrence
Vahl's Boxwood X Concurrence
St. Croix Ground Lizard X Concurrence

'DETERMINATION/ RESPONSE REQUESTED:

NE = no effect. This determination is appropriate when the proposed action will not directly, indirectly, or cumulatively
impact, either positively or negatively, any listed, proposed, candidate species or designated/proposed critical habitat.
Response Requested is optional but a “Concurrence” is recommended for a complete Administrative Record.

NA = not likely to adversely affect. This determination is appropriate when the proposed action is not likely to adversely
impact any listed, proposed, candidate species or designated/proposed critical habitat or there may be beneficial effects to
these resources. Response Requested is a “Concurrence”.

AA = likely to adversely affect. This determination is appropriate when the proposed action is likely to adversely impact any
listed, proposed, candidate species or designated/proposed critical habitat. Response Requested for listed species is
“Formal Consultation”. Response requested for proposed and candidate species is “Conference”.

Signature (originating station) Date
/\%.74;;4-_, %*ﬂc%?ﬁ"
Title ’ £
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IX. Reviewing Ecological Se ices Office Evaluation:
A. Concurrence _’L fént:&:tncuiér:ée
B. Formal consultation required
C. Conference required
D. Informal conference required
E

. Remarks (attach additional pages as needed):

Signed . .||
: %atur& = 'Date
C%fw‘aofr Qc@ %UFP %qimm[;@m%
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Appendix VIIl. Wilderness Review

The Wilderness Act of 1964 defines a wilderness area as an area of federal land that retains its
primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human inhabitation, and is
managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and which:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

generally appears to have been influenced primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of
man’s work substantially unnoticeable;

has outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined types of recreation;

has at least 5,000 contiguous roadless acres or is of sufficient size to make practicable its
preservation and use in an unimpeded condition; or is a roadless island, regardless of size;

does not substantially exhibit the effects of logging, farming, grazing, or other extensive
development or alteration of the landscape, or its wilderness character could be restored
through appropriate management at the time of review; and

may contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or
historic value.

The lands within Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island NWRs were reviewed for their suitability in
meeting the criteria for wilderness, as defined by the Wilderness Act of 1964.

Sandy Point NWR

1.

While the influence of nature is certainly evident in the refuge’s shrubland and woodland,
beaches, mangroves, and salt pond — as well as its wildlife — so is man’s imprint, in the form of
the unpaved refuge road, a Coast Guard tower, and the sights and sounds of human activities
and infrastructure just outside the refuges’ boundaries. When visitation is allowed, the
refuge’s road and beaches are quite busy. The refuge does not meet Wilderness criterion #1.

Opportunities for solitude and primitive types of recreation are very limited to nonexistent at
Sandy Point. The refuge does not meet Wilderness criterion #2.

With a total area of 383 acres traversed by a road, the refuge is well under the standard
Wilderness threshold of 5,000 contiguous, roadless acres of wildlands. The refuge does not
meet Wilderness criterion #3.

Much of the vegetative cover on the refuge is second-growth scrub and shrub and modified
dry forest. Over time, native vegetative communities could be restored to the site. The refuge
could conceivably meet Wilderness criterion #4.

The refuge hosts rare and endangered wildlife, in particular nesting sea turtles, colonies of
brown pelicans and least terns, as well as the endangered Vahl’'s boxwood. Its sandy beach
formation is also unique and dynamic but stable. The Aklis archaeological site is a very
important cultural resource. Thus, the refuge does contain outstanding features of ecological,
geological, scientific, educational, scenic, and historic value, and therefore it does meet
Wilderness criterion #5.
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Overall, the lands within Sandy Point NWR do not meet three of the five Wilderness criteria. Therefore,
the suitability of refuge lands for wilderness designation is not further analyzed in this CCP.

Green Cay NWR

1.

Green Cay is encircled by coral reefs, bathed by the gentle blue waters of the Caribbean Sea,
stroked by continuous waves and caressed by the breeze. Nature’s influence is all around.
Yet so is man’s imprint. The developed shoreline of St. Croix is only a few hundred yards
away and easily visible from virtually the entire Cay. The sound and sight of boat traffic, both
small and mid-sized vessels, as well as jet skis, is nearly constant because of the proximity of
the Green Cay Marina. Planes are regularly seen and heard overhead. Thus, Green Cay
NWR does not meet Wilderness criterion #1.

Opportunities for solitude and primitive types of recreation are very limited to nonexistent at Green
Cay due to the factors described in #1. The refuge does not meet Wilderness criterion #2.

With a total area of just 14 acres, the refuge is well under the standard Wilderness threshold of
5,000 contiguous, roadless acres of wildlands. The refuge does not meet Wilderness criterion #3.

The refuge was deforested a long time ago, and today is covered mostly with second-growth
scrub-shrub, a remnant, emaciated dry forest and ruderal turf. Over time, native vegetative
communities could be restored to the site. Thus, the refuge could conceivably meet
Wilderness criterion #4.

The refuge hosts rare and endangered wildlife, in particular the critically endangered St. Croix
ground lizard (a permanent resident) and occasional nesting colonies of brown pelicans, the
Caribbean race of which is also endangered. In addition, the Cay has a prehistoric shell
midden that represents an important cultural resource. Thus, the refuge does contain
outstanding features of ecological, geological, scientific, educational, scenic, and historic
value, and therefore it does meet Wilderness criterion #5.

Overall, the lands within Green Cay NWR do not meet three of the five Wilderness criteria. Therefore,
the suitability of refuge lands for wilderness designation is not further analyzed in this CCP.

Buck Island NWR

1.

Like Green Cay, Buck Island is surrounded by coral reefs and the Caribbean Sea, as well as
continually subjected to wave and wind action. Nature’s influence abounds, yet man’s imprint
omnipresent as well. The largest city in the USVI, Charlotte Amalie on St. Thomas, is about 3
miles to the north and easily visible from virtually the entire island. The sight and sound of boat
and plane traffic is nearly incessant. Two lighthouses, one historic and the other contemporary,
stand atop the island. Thus, Green Cay NWR does not meet Wilderness criterion #1.

Opportunities for solitude and primitive types of recreation are virtually nonexistent at Buck
Island due to the factors described in #1. In addition, the waters immediately surrounding the
island are visited by literally hundreds of snorkelers and scuba divers arriving by dozens of
boats every day. The refuge does not meet Wilderness criterion #2.
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3. With a total area of just 45 acres, the refuge is well under the standard Wilderness
threshold of 5,000 contiguous, roadless acres of wildlands. The refuge does not meet
Wilderness criterion #3.

4. Buck Island was deforested many years ago. Today it appears vegetated with shrubland and
grassland interspersed with patches of poorly developed subtropical dry forest or woodland.
Over time, native vegetative communities could be restored to the site. Thus, the refuge could
conceivably meet Wilderness criterion #4.

5. The refuge hosts rare wildlife, in particular the brown pelican, Caribbean roseate tern,
peregrine falcon, slipper back skink, and wooly nipple cactus. In addition, Buck Island has a
historic lighthouse. Thus, the refuge does contain outstanding features of ecological,
geological, scientific, educational, scenic, and historic value, and therefore it does meet
Wilderness criterion #5.

Overall, the lands within Buck Island NWR do not meet three of the five Wilderness criteria. Therefore,
the suitability of refuge lands for wilderness designation is not further analyzed in this CCP.
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Appendix IX. Refuge Biota

BUCK ISLAND NWR

BIRDS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Brown Pelican

Pelecanus occidentalis

Red-bill Tropicbird

Phaethon aethereus

Magnificent Frigatebird

Fregata magnificens

Laughing Gull Leucophaeus atricilla
Bridled Tern Onychoprion anaethetus
Sooty Tern Onychoprion fuscatus

American Oystercatcher

Haematopus palliatus

Brown Booby

Sula leucogaster

Zenaida Dove

Zenaida aurita

Common Ground Dove

Columbina passerina

Green-throated Carib

Eulampis jugularis

Pearly-eyed Thrasher

Margarops fuscatus

Peregrine Falcon

Falco peregrinus

Red-tailed Hawk

Buteo jamaicensis

REPTILES

Common Name

Scientific Name

Hawksbill Sea Turtle

Eretmochelys imbricata

Green Sea Turtle

Chelonia mydas

Slipperyback Skink

Mabuya sloanii

Puerto Rican Racer

Alsophis portoricensis

Crested Anole

Anolis cristatellus

Dwarf Gecko

Sphaerodactylous macrolepis

Wood Slave

Hemidactylus mabouia

Appendices

239




MAMMALS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Black Rat

Rattus rattus

Norway Rat

Rattus norvegicus

Bats (one or more unidentified species) | N/A

PLANTS
Common Name Scientific Name
Frangi pani Plumeria alba
Pink Cedar Tabebuia heterophylla

Pigeon berry

Bourreria succulenta

Orange manjack

Cordia rickseckeri

Casha

Acacia tortuosa

Stink cashsa

Acacia macracantha

Tan-tan

Leucaena leucacephala

Bread and cheese

Pithecellobium ungui-cati

Water mampoo

Pisonia subcordota

Black mampoo

Guapira fragrans

Pain killer Morinda citrifolia

Cordia stenophylla
Manchenil Hippomane mancinella
Sea grape Cocoloba uvifera

Jamaican caper

Capparis indica

Limber caper

Capparis flexuosa

Heliotropium turnatum

Rochefortia acanthopora

Tournefortia seabra

Jumping cactus

Opuntia repens

Prickly pear cactus

Opuntia rubescens
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Prickly pear

Opunita dillenii

Dildo cactus

Pilosocereus royenii

Wooly nipple cactus

Mammilaria nivosa

Turk’s Cap

Melacactus intortus

Commelina diffusa

Beach morning glory

Ipomea pes-caprae

Cyperus planifolius

Erythoxylum rotundifolium

Adelia ricinella

Croton flavens

Bushy spurge

Euphorbia articulata

Desmanthus virgatus

Aloe vera

Stigmaphyllon periplocifolium

Ficus citrifolia

Boerhavia diffusa

Sea shore crab grass

Sporobolus virginicus

Guinea grass

Urchloa maximum

Tillandsia

Torniforcia microphylla

Yellow alder

Turnera ulmifolia
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GREEN CAY NWR

BIRDS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Brown Pelican

Pelecanus occidentalis

Least Tern

Sternula antillarum

Wilson’s Plover

Charadrius wilsonia

American Oystercatcher

Haematopus palliatus

White Cheek Pintail

Anas bahamensis

Ruddy Turnstone

Arenaria interpres

Little Blue Heron

Egretta caerulea

Cattle Egret

Bubulcus ibis

Great Egret

Ardea alba

Magnificent Frigatebird

Fregata magnificens

White Crowned Pigeon

Patagioenas leucocephala

Common Ground Dove

Columbina passerina

Zenaida Dove

Zenaida aurita

Yellow Warbler

Dendroica petechia

Gray Kingbird

Tyrannus dominicensis

Red Legged Thrush

Turdus plumbeus

Antillean Crested Hummingbird

Orthorhyncus cristatus

Green Throat Carib

Eulampis jugularis

American Kestrel

Falco sparverius

Peregrine Falcon

Falco peregrinus

Belted Kingfisher

Megaceryle alcyon

Osprey

Pandion haliaetus
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REPTILES

Common Name

Scientific Name

St. Croix Ground Lizard

Ameiva polops

Crested Anole

Anolis cristatellus

Dwarf Gecko

Sphaerodactylous macrolepis

Slipperyback Skink

Mabuya sloanii

Wood Slave

Hemidactylus mabouia

Hawksbill Sea Turtle

Eretmochelys imbricata

Green Sea Turtle

Chelonia mydas

MAMMALS
Common Name Scientific Name
Black Rat Rattus rattus
Norway Rat Rattus norvegicus
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SANDY POINT NWR

BIRDS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Brown Pelican

Pelecanus occidentalis

Least Tern

Sternula antillarum

Wilson’s Plover

Charadrius wilsonia

American Oystercatcher

Haematopus palliatus

White Cheek Pintail

Anas bahamensis

Ruddy Turnstone

Arenaria interpres

Little Blue Heron

Egretta caerulea

Cattle Egret

Bubulcus ibis

Great Egret

Ardea alba

Magnificent Frigatebird

Fregata magnificens

White Crowned Pigeon

Patagioenas leucocephala

Common Ground Dove

Columbina passerina

Zenaida Dove

Zenaida aurita

Yellow Warbler

Dendroica petechia

Gray Kingbird

Tyrannus dominicensis

Red Legged Thrush

Turdus plumbeus

Antillean Crested Hummingbird

Orthorhyncus cristatus

Green Throat Carib

Eulampis jugularis

American Kestrel

Falco sparverius

Peregrine Falcon

Falco peregrinus

Belted Kingfisher

Megaceryle alcyon

Osprey

Pandion haliaetus
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REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Crested Anole

Anolis cristatellus

Dwarf Gecko

Sphaerodactylous macrolepis

Blind Snake

Typhlops richardii

Legless Lizard

Amphisbaenia fenestrata

Wood Slave

Hemidactylus mabouia

Hawksbill Sea Turtle

Eretmochelys imbricata

Green Sea Turtle

Chelonia mydas

Leatherback Sea Turtle

Dermochelys coriacea

Mute frog

Eleutherodactylus lentus

MAMMALS

Common Name

Scientific Name

Javan mongoose

Herpestes javanicus

Black Rat Rattus rattus
Norway Rat Rattus norvegicus
Feral Dog Canis domesticus
Feral Cat Felis catus
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Appendix X. Consultation and Coordination

This appendix summarizes the consultation and coordination that occurred in identifying the issues,
alternatives, and proposed alternatives for the Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island NWRs,
which were presented in the Draft CCP/EA. The meetings, contacts, and presentations described
below were undertaken by the Fish and Wildlife Service during the preparation of the Draft CCP/EA.

Early planning for the three refuges began with a biological review and a visitor services review,
which were conducted in 2002 and 2003, respectively. The biological review covered all nine refuges
in the Caribbean Islands NWR Complex, including the three covered by this CCP. The visitor
services review, on the other hand, covered Sandy Point NWR, the only one of the three Virgin
Islands refuges with significant public use and with management of that use.

In the biological review, a diverse team of federal and territory personnel undertook a comprehensive
examination of the habitat and wildlife management programs at the nine refuges of the Caribbean
NWR Complex. The team then considered how each refuge might fit into accomplishing a number of
relevant system-wide and landscape conservation needs. The biological review team included staff
from the refuge, as well as Service fish and wildlife biologists from the Division of Ecological Services
and Division of Migratory Birds. The team’s goals and objectives, which are set forth in its final report
entitled, Caribbean Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex Biological Review, were instrumental in
the planning process.

The visitor services review was conducted by several public use and outreach specialists from the
Service. The visitor services review team toured the Sandy Point NWR, identified and discussed the
current status of the refuge’s public use programs, and debated the pros and cons of various
recommendations for enhancing and improving these programs.

Work on developing the Draft CCP/EA for the three refuges was initiated in late 2006 with a site visit
and kickoff meeting between the refuge manager and a contractor assisting the Service with CCP
preparation. In early 2007, another meeting was held that included refuge staff, Caribbean NWR
Complex staff, the refuge supervisor and the CCP contractor. This group discussed the composition
of the core planning team, which would draft the visions, goals, objectives, and management
alternatives for all three refuges. Representatives from the Virgin Islands Department of Planning
and Natural Resources, Division of Fish and Wildlife, and two nongovernmental organizations—the
West Indies Marine Animal Research and Conservation Service (WIMARCS) and the St. Croix
Environmental Association (SEA)—were invited to join the core planning team. A notice of intent to
prepare a comprehensive conservation plan for the Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island NWRs
was published in the Federal Register on March 12, 2007.

The core planning team held two public scoping meetings, one in Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, on
June 5, 2007, and the other in Christiansted, St. Croix, on June 7, 2007. Both of these public scoping
meetings were advertised beforehand and both were well attended. Three local newspapers
reported on the results of the meetings, further informing the public of the proceedings and the
comprehensive planning process for the three refuges.

The Draft CCP/EA was released to the public in September 2009. In late February 2010, public
meetings to receive comments on the Draft CCP/EA were held on St. Thomas and St. Croix.
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The members of the Core CCP Planning Team, the Biological Review Team, and the Visitor Services
Review Team are listed below.

CORE CCP PLANNING TEAM

The Core CCP Planning Team for the Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island NWRs consisted of
the following members:

Mike Evans, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Claudia Lombard, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Amy Mackay, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Al Woodson, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Susan Silander, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex

Joe Schwagerl, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex

Dave Olsen, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Jen Valiulis, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Toby Tobias, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Will Coles, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Steve Garner, West Indies Marine Animal Research and Conservation Service
Carol Cramer-Burke, St. Croix Environmental Association

Leon Kolankiewicz, Mangi Environmental Group

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW TEAM

A number of individuals supported the planning process through participation on the biological review
team and other special topic discussions. Their comments, suggestions, and professional expertise
were useful in developing the wildlife management and habitat management goals and objectives
presented in this plan. Some members internal to the Service provided additional policy guidance in
developing the CCP, as well.

Steve Earsom, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex, Puerto Rico

Cal Garnett, FWS, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta, Georgia (Retired)

Chuck Hunter, FWS, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta, Georgia

Claudia Lombard, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex, St. Croix

Felix Lopez, FWS, Ecological Services Field Office, Boqueron, Puerto Rico

Amy Mackay, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex, St. Croix

Margaret Miller, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Miami, Florida
Leopoldo Miranda, FWS, Ecological Services Field Office, Boqueron, Puerto Rico
Marelisa Rivera, FWS, Ecological Services Field Office, Boqueron, Puerto Rico
Jorge Saliva, FWS, Ecological Services Field Office, Boqueron, Puerto Rico

Joe Schwagerl, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex, Puerto Rico

Susan Silander, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex, Puerto Rico

Craig Watson, FWS, Atlantic Coast Joint Venture, Charleston, South Carolina
Keith Watson, FWS, Nongame Migratory Birds, Asheville, North Carolina

Beverly Yoshioka, FWS, Ecological Services Field Office, Boqueron, Puerto Rico
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VISITOR SERVICES REVIEW TEAM

Three individuals with expertise in the Service’s public use and outreach programs contributed comments
and recommendations on the visitor services program at Sandy Point NWR.

e Garry Tucker, FWS, Southeast Regional Office, Atlanta, Georgia
o Ray Paterra, FWS, White River NWR
e Gisella Burgos, FWS, Okefenokee NWR
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Appendix XI. Finding of No Significant Impact

Introduction

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes to protect and manage certain fish and wildlife resources
in the U.S. Virgin Islands, through the Sandy Point National Wildlife Refuge (St. Croix), Green Cay
National Wildlife Refuge (St. Croix), and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuge (St. Thomas). An
Environmental Assessment was prepared to inform the public of the possible environmental
consequences of implementing the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for Sandy Point, Green
Cay, and Buck Island NWRs. A description of the alternatives, the rationale for selecting the
preferred alternatives, the environmental effects of the preferred alternatives, the potential adverse
effects of the actions, and a declaration concerning the factors determining the significance of effects,
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, are outlined below. The supporting
information can be found in the Environmental Assessment, which was Section B of the Draft
Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

Sandy Point NWR

Alternatives
In developing the CCP for Sandy Point NWR, the Service evaluated four alternatives:

The Service adopted Alternative D, the “Preferred Alternative,” as the CCP to guide the direction of
the refuge for the next 15 years. The overriding concern reflected in this CCP is that wildlife
conservation, especially management and protection of endangered sea turtles, assumes first priority
in refuge management; wildlife-dependent recreational uses are allowed if they are compatible with
wildlife conservation. Wildlife-dependent recreation uses (e.g., fishing, wildlife observation, wildlife
photography, and environmental education and interpretation) will be emphasized and encouraged.

Alternative A, No Action Alternative

Alternative A represented the status quo, that is, no change from current management: wildlife
and habitat management, public use and visitor services would all remain the same as at present.
The overall management emphasis of the refuge would continue to be the recovery of populations
of threatened and endangered animal species, particularly the endangered leatherback sea turtle.
Alternative A would also continue to protect cultural resources, especially the significant Aklis
archaeological site.

Existing opportunities would continue for controlled observation of nesting leatherback turtles and
hatchlings, as well as limited opportunities for bird watching. We would complete and open the new
refuge headquarters to the public as a visitor contact station. Beach access would remain from 10
a.m. to 4 p.m. on weekends outside of the seasonal closure for leatherback turtle nesting.

Alternative B, Expanded Visitor Opportunities

Alternative B would emphasize expanded visitor opportunities and public use at Sandy Point NWR.
Under this alternative, we would eliminate the refuge’s seasonal beach closure — and allow the public
to frequent the beach year-round on weekends during daylight hours — but continue saturation
tagging of leatherback turtles, though with reduced nest management. We would continue night-time
beach closures to protect turtles and nests from poaching and predation, and we would also continue
to monitor nesting turtles. With regard to habitat and cultural resources management, Alternative B is
almost identical to Alternative A.
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Under this alternative, the refuge would expand its headquarters and visitor contact station or a
nearby site into a full-fledged visitor center, including exhibits and a theatre. We would allow
pedestrian access to the beach from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on weekends during the entire year. Adding a
park ranger position would allow the refuge to increase education, outreach, and cooperative efforts.
Within 15 years of CCP approval, the refuge would construct and begin to operate a visitor center
distinct from the refuge headquarters and maintenance facility.

Alternative C, Exclusive Biological Program Emphasis

Under Alternative C, Sandy Point NWR would exclusively emphasize its biological program. Visitor
services and public use would be reduced. Except for the headquarters and visitor contact station

near the refuge entrance, the refuge would be closed to the public all year, as is the case at Green

Cay NWR, in order to protect highly sensitive species of fauna.

With regard to the endangered leatherback sea turtle, Alternative C would be identical to current
management direction (Alternative A). To encourage recovery of the hawksbill and green sea turtles, the
refuge would begin saturation tagging and nest management. The refuge’s year-round closure would
reduce potential disturbance of nesting least terns, as well as other landbirds, shorebirds, and waterbirds.

Alternative C would begin to conduct status surveys for reptile and amphibian species of special
concern, including bats and invertebrates. Bats would further benefit from habitat enhancement and
installation of artificial nest structures. Further, we would implement refuge-wide control of non-
native, invasive plants and animals as needed.

Alternative C would accelerate efforts to restore the structure, function and diversity of dry forest
habitat. The refuge would also actively cooperate with the U.S. Geological Survey and other
agencies to monitor sea level rise and its impacts on habitats.

Alternative D, Enhanced Biological and Visitor Service Programs (Preferred Alternative)
Alternative D will endeavor to enhance both the biological and visitor service programs at Sandy
Point NWR. This is the Service’s preferred alternative and is the basis for the objectives and
strategies in Chapter IV of the CCP.

Recovery efforts for the endangered leatherback sea turtle will be the same as Alternative A. We
will pursue hawksbill and green turtle recovery by implementing saturation tagging and nest
management. We will continue to protect pelican roosting sites and manage least tern nesting
sites, aiming to increase the number of nesting least terns. Landbirds, shorebirds, and waterbirds
will benefit as well.

We will begin to conduct status surveys for invertebrates, and reptile and amphibian species of
special concern. The presence or absence of bats will also be surveyed, we will enhance habitat and
install artificial nest structures for bats. Refuge-wide control of non-native flora and fauna to protect
indigenous flora and fauna will be carried out as needed.

The refuge will accelerate efforts to restore the structure, function and diversity of dry forest habitat.
We will begin to actively monitor status and trends on West End Salt Pond as they affect mangroves,
wetlands, and wildlife habitat. We will not only protect existing stands and specimens of Vahl's
boxwood, but will also conduct recovery activities. Furthermore, we will investigate the potential for
establishing a Catesbaea melanocarpa population on the refuge. We will actively cooperate with the
U.S. Geological Survey and other agencies to develop and implement protocols for monitoring sea
level rise and its impacts on habitats.
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Under Alternative D, we will continue to manage and protect cultural resources, particularly the Aklis
archaeological site. In addition, within 15 years of the date of this CCP, we will develop and begin to
implement a Cultural Resources Management Plan.

Public use and visitor services will expand somewhat, though not as much as Alternative B, with its
visitor emphasis. The refuge will develop an accessible trail and observation deck with expansive
views of the salt pond. We will aim to develop environmental education and interpretive
opportunities around the new refuge headquarters and a new visitor center constructed in the vicinity.
Alternative D will continue to allow access to the beach from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on weekends outside
of seasonal closure for leatherback turtle nesting. If staffing permits, this alternative will also provide
pedestrian access to the beach during the entire week from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., outside of the seasonal
closure for turtle nesting.

We will continue the existing education and outreach program, such as the turtle watch program,
YCC program, periodic news releases, news media interviews, website content, school visits,
informal face-to-face contact with refuge visitors, and continuing development of the visitor contact
station. Education and outreach efforts will increase. The YCC program will be maintained and
expanded in size for two months during the summer. There will be more emphasis on developing
partnerships and volunteers. Existing partnerships will continue and we will attempt to expand on
existing partnerships and encourage development of a Friends of Sandy Point NWR organization.
Within 15 years of the date of this CCP, Sandy Point NWR will add a visitor center distinct from, but
close to, the refuge headquarters and maintenance facility.

Selection Rationale

The Service selected Alternative D as its preferred alternative for Sandy Point NWR. This choice is
reflected in the CCP. While each of the alternatives provided in varying degrees for wildlife, habitat,
and public use, Alternative D was more ambitious than Alternative A, supporting more wildlife and
habitat management than Alternative B and more public use than Alternative C.

Environmental Effects of Implementing the CCP

Implementation of the Service’s management action is expected to result in biophysical, social, and
economic effects as outlined in the CCP. Habitat management, population management, land
conservation, and visitor service management activities on Sandy Point NWR will result in mostly
beneficial impacts on habitat, wildlife, and public use. These effects are detailed as follows:

The refuge leatherback population will likely continue its long-term recovery but at a slower rate, as
indicated by recent trends, tagging data and studies. Likewise, stable or growing refuge populations
of hawksbill and green turtles will be expected. In addition, long-term knowledge gained about refuge
populations from saturation tagging may assist long-term viability on refuge. A stable or increasing
population of brown pelicans at roost sites is considered likely. Similarly, stable or increasing
numbers of nesting least terns on the refuge are expected. Landbirds, shorebirds, and waterbirds are
likely to benefit more than in the No Action Alternative.

Amphibians and reptiles likely to benefit to some extent from continued protection and knowledge gained
by increased surveys. Bat populations may benefit and increase both from habitat enhancement and
installation of artificial nest structures. No change is predicted in the size of invertebrate populations on
the refuge, though improved knowledge may benefit long-term management of invertebrates. Invasive
animal species will continue to be a problem requiring long-term control.
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The structure, function, and diversity of dry forest habitat would continue to increase at a faster pace
than under the No Action Alternative. Monitoring the status and trends on West End Salt Pond
related to mangroves, wetlands, and wildlife habitat will increase knowledge and provide insights for
possible management actions. A proposed nursery germination and planting of Buxus vahlii will likely
increase the number of specimens of this endangered plant species. In addition, a population of
Catesbaea melanocarpa could be established on the refuge. A step-down plan on invasive plant
control will provide for more comprehensive and perhaps effective treatment.

Sea level rise, and the impacts from sea level rise, are expected to occur, but to a relatively minor
extent over the 15-year life of the plan. Impacts of this sea level rise on nesting sea turtles are
uncertain, but not likely to be beneficial. Over the long term, sea level rise and climate change
are anticipated to have much more pronounced effects on the refuge’s habitats. Proposed
monitoring could potentially help the refuge mitigate possible adverse impacts of sea level rise on
beach habitat and nesting turtles.

Cultural resources, particularly the Aklis archaeological site, will continue to be protected from human
activity, but not natural processes. Shoreline erosion will continue to damage the Aklis site.
However, a step-down cultural resources management plan will lead to increased knowledge and
perhaps could result in greater protection of cultural resources.

The CCP will benefit visitors by increasing access, facilities, and services. Anglers will benefit from
expanded access and hours. Opportunities for wildlife observation and photography will increase,
providing a benefit to refuge visitors. Expanded environmental education and interpretive opportunities
will likewise represent a greater benefit to the public. The seasonal closure for turtle nesting will continue,
but expanded daylight access during week will represent a modest benefit to the public. Regular patrols
and law enforcement presence will continue to provide visitors with a sense of security and minimize both
violent crime and property crimes, but these will not altogether disappear.

Increased efforts and collaboration with the public will likely yield greater benefits. Expanded
partnerships and greater use of volunteers will also increase mutual benefits.

Green Cay NWR

Alternatives
In developing the CCP for Green Cay NWR, the Service evaluated two alternatives:

The Service selected Alternative B as its preferred alternative for Green Cay NWR. This choice is
reflected in the CCP. While both alternatives will provide for wildlife and habitat, Alternative B will
yield greater wildlife and habitat benefits overall than Alternative A, particularly for the St. Croix
ground lizard, on whose behalf the refuge was originally established. Alternative B will also offer
greater opportunities for the public, even while maintaining the general refuge closure.

Alternative A, No Action Alternative

Under Alternative A, current management direction would be maintained at Green Cay NWR. To
promote recovery of the endangered St. Croix ground lizard, we would continue existing
programs of reforestation, and rat and invasive plant control and population monitoring. We
would also maintain closure of the island to public access to avoid the accidental direct mortality
and habitat degradation this might cause.
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We would also continue management efforts on behalf of nesting and roosting brown pelicans and
white-crowned pigeons. Habitat recovery efforts would proceed as at present: we would continue to
reforest the island using native tree species. An important part of habitat recovery would involve
control of invasive species of plants and animals that damage habitat, such as the rat.

Alternative A would continue to manage Green Cay’s cultural resources consistent with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. To conduct outreach and education, we would
carry on maintaining the refuge website, distributing information, maintaining limited signage on
the island identifying it as a national wildlife refuge closed to the public, and conducting periodic
presentations off-refuge.

Alternative B, Preferred Alternative

In general, Alternative B for Green Cay NWR will maintain all programs of Alternative A and build
on or expand them. To promote recovery of the endangered St. Croix ground lizard, Alternative B
will continue existing programs of reforestation, and rat and invasive plant control and population
monitoring. We will also maintain closure of the island to public access to avoid the accidental
direct mortality and habitat degradation this might cause. In addition, we will develop a habitat
restoration plan within 3 years of the date of this CCP, with the aim of improving the quality of the
habitat for the ground lizard.

We will continue management efforts on behalf of nesting and roosting brown pelicans and white-
crowned pigeons. Habitat recovery (reforestation) efforts will proceed, but at an accelerated rate, so
as to complete 100 percent of the area intended for reforestation by the end of the 15-year planning
period. An important part of accelerating habitat recovery will be to increase the control of invasive
plants and invasive animals.

Alternative B will continue to protect and manage Green Cay’s cultural resources. Also, we will
develop and begin to implement a cultural resources management plan. To conduct outreach and
education, we will continue to maintain the refuge website, distribute information, maintain signage on
the island identifying it as a national wildlife refuge closed to the public, and conduct periodic
presentations off-refuge. Under Alternative B, these efforts will be augmented by installing larger
signs that could be seen and read from a greater distance, expanding outreach efforts to nearby
hotels, and considering alternatives to visitation within the refuge itself, such as offering or promoting
boat and kayak tours around the island.

Selection Rationale

The Service selected Alternative B as its preferred alternative for Green Cay NWR. This choice is
reflected in the CCP. While both alternatives will provide for wildlife and habitat, Alternative B will
yield greater wildlife and habitat benefits overall than Alternative A, particularly for the highly
endangered St. Croix ground lizard, for which the refuge was established. Alternative B will also offer
greater opportunities for the public, even while maintaining the general refuge closure.

Environmental Effects of Implementing the Plan

Implementation of the Service’s management action is expected to result in biophysical, social, and
economic effects as outlined in this CCP. Habitat management, wildlife population management, and
land conservation activities on Green Cay NWR will result in mostly beneficial impacts on habitat,
wildlife, and public appreciation. These effects are detailed as follows:

A gradual increase in the population size and viability of the St. Croix ground lizard is expected to
continue under this CCP, although due to the relatively small size of the sanctuary and population, it will
remain vulnerable to various uncontrollable factors such as disease or extreme weather events like
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hurricanes. Restored forest habitat and continued closure of the Cay to visitation, thus avoiding trampling
and disturbance by humans, will advance the continuing recovery of this highly endangered species.
Implementation of a habitat restoration plan could result in faster habitat restoration and improved
prospects for the St. Croix ground lizard.

Use of the island by both brown pelicans and white-crowned pigeons as a rookery and nesting colony
will continue and may increase under this CCP. This will be promoted by the accelerated
reforestation of the island with native tree species from an intensified program of active replanting.
The CCP will continue the suppression and removal of invasive plants at a faster pace. Invasive
animals, especially rats, will also continue to be controlled as infestations reoccur. Invasive plants will
dominate a smaller portion of the Cay by the end of the 15-year planning horizon.

Cultural resources will continue to be protected from human disturbance but not natural processes,
like weathering and erosion. In addition, implementation of a cultural resources management plan
will likely improve knowledge and protection of the Cay’s cultural resources. The refuge will remain
closed to direct public visitation opportunities to maximize protection for the St. Croix ground lizard.
None of the priority public uses as identified in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997 will be allowed directly on the Cay itself, because of the potential threat they could pose to
the ground lizard. However, guided tours around the island by kayak or small boat — offered either by
staff or ecotourism companies — will bring visitors to within close proximity of Green Cay. Occasional,
brief episodes of trespass by unauthorized visitors, especially at the small beach on the southern
edge of Green Cay, are not expected to pose a significant threat to the ground lizard. Increased
outreach and educational efforts and collaboration with partners and the community could likely yield
greater benefits in terms of public awareness and appreciation of the refuge’s mission and purposes.

Buck Island NWR

Alternatives
In developing the CCP for Buck Island NWR, the Service evaluated two alternatives:

The Service selected Alternative B as its preferred alternative for Buck Island NWR. This choice is
reflected in the CCP. While both alternatives will result in benefits to some extent for wildlife, habitat,
and public use, Alternative B is more ambitious than Alternative A, and will thus yield greater benefits
for both wildlife and the public.

Alternative A, No Action Alternative

In Alternative A, there would continue to be no active management of the slipperyback skink, Puerto
Rican racer, or other herptiles on Buck Island NWR. Nor would there be active management of the
magnificent frigatebird and the red-billed tropicbird. The Service would continue to monitor for rat
reinvasions, after having eliminated rats from the island several years ago in an active trapping program.
Other than controlling invasive species such as rats, we would not conduct any active habitat restoration
on the island. There would be no active control program for invasive plant species.

The refuge would continue to manage cultural resources from afar, particularly the historic lighthouse.
Staff would also continue to maintain the refuge website, distribute information, maintain limited
signage on the island, and make periodic presentations off-refuge, primarily on St. Thomas.

Partnerships and volunteers would remain important to the refuge under this alternative. We would
continue to cooperate with the Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources on joint
wildlife and habitat management efforts for Buck Island and adjacent Capella Island.
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Alternative B, Preferred Alternative

In general, Alternative B will maintain and expand upon all programs of Alternative A. This is the
Service’s preferred alternative for managing Buck Island NWR and is the basis for the objectives and
strategies in Chapter IV.

Alternative B will strive to provide more active management of the island’s indigenous wildlife,
particularly species of concern. We will draft and begin to implement an Inventorying and Monitoring
Plan for the slipperyback skink, Puerto Rican racer, magnificent frigatebird, and red-billed tropichird.

We will continue to monitor for rat reinvasions. To pursue and promote habitat recovery on Buck
Island NWR, we will develop and begin to implement a habitat restoration plan. The aim will be to
increase control of invasive plants and invasive animals using appropriate means, as well as
evaluating the effectiveness of different methods of control.

We will continue to manage cultural resources, particularly the historic lighthouse. However, we
will also evaluate the condition and safety of the historic lighthouse and decide on the feasibility
of preservation or restoration. In addition, we will develop and begin to implement a cultural
resources management plan.

With regard to conducting outreach and education, we will continue to maintain the refuge website,
distribute information, maintain limited signage on the island, and make periodic presentations off-
refuge. Partnerships and volunteers will continue to be important for the refuge. We will continue to
cooperate with the Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources on joint wildlife and
habitat management efforts for Buck Island and adjacent Capella Island. Also, we will expand
cooperative education and interpretive efforts with the city of Charlotte Amalie and ecotourism
companies which bring visitors to offshore waters to explore coral reefs. We will also explore
development of a friends group to provide a more active management presence on island.

Selection Rationale

The Service selected Alternative B as its preferred alternative for Buck Island NWR. This choice is
reflected in this CCP. While both alternatives will result in benefits to some extent for wildlife, habitat,
and public use, Alternative B is more ambitious than Alternative A, and will yield greater benefits for
both wildlife and the public.

Environmental Effects of Implementing the Plan

Implementation of the Service’s management action is expected to result in biophysical, social, and
economic effects as outlined in this CCP. Habitat management, wildlife population management, and
land conservation activities on Buck Island NWR will result in mostly beneficial impacts on habitat,
wildlife, and public appreciation. These effects are detailed as follows:

No major changes are predicted in amphibian or reptile populations over the course of this CCP.
Similarly, magnificent frigatebird and red-billed tropicbird populations and use of the refuge are not
expected to change. However, in the case of both birds and herptiles, implementation of an
inventorying and monitoring plan for Antillean skink, Puerto Rican racer, magnificent frigatebird, and
red-billed tropicbird will increase our knowledge and perhaps allow for better management decisions
that improve these populations’ viability.

With regard to invasive animal species, impacts could be the same as those expected under
Alternative A. Rat reinvasion(s) could potentially recur, with negative consequences for native
species, but any such reinvasions will be treated by an active trapping program and probably will be
reversed (i.e., rats eradicated again). Implementing a habitat restoration plan for Buck Island NWR
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will allow for more active, rapid habitat restoration. Such a plan will probably entail active replanting
and some initial care for the successful restocking of native species. Increased control of invasive
plants will reduce their adverse impacts on native flora and fauna.

Cultural resources, particularly the historic lighthouse, will continue to be protected from human
disturbance but not natural processes such as weathering, storms, and aging materials. However,
implementation of a cultural resources management plan will likely improve knowledge and protection
of the lighthouse and other yet undiscovered cultural resources.

Opportunities for informal wildlife observation and photography on the island will continue. Existing
informal trails will continue to be open and provide access around the island, but no formal visitor
facilities or services will be provided. An expanded outreach program will increase the level of
awareness and appreciation for the refuge among USVI and St. Thomas residents as well as tourists
from the American mainland and elsewhere. The marine waters and coral reefs immediately
surrounding the refuge will continue to be heavily used by ecotourism and diving businesses, and
under this alternative, the refuge itself might receive more visitors, either informal or guided. There
may be opportunities for increasing visitation, public use, and enjoyment through greater
collaboration with private ecotourism ventures. Expanded partnerships with private and public
entities will increase mutual benefits for all parties.

Potential Adverse Effects and Mitigation Measures at all Three Refuges

At each of the three refuges, the plan has some unavoidable impacts. These impacts are expected
to be minor and/or short-term in duration. Restrictions on visitation at Sandy Point NWR and Green
Cay NWR will be long-term, but are needed to protect the endangered species for which the refuges
were established. However, the refuges will attempt to minimize these impacts whenever possible.
The following sections describe the measures the refuges will employ to mitigate and minimize the
potential impacts that could result from implementation of this CCP.

Water Quality from Soil Disturbance and Use of Herbicides

Soil disturbance and siltation due to water management activities; road maintenance; and the
construction of observation towers, trail(s), and a visitor center is expected to be minor and of short
duration. To further reduce potential impacts, the refuges will use best management practices to
minimize the erosion of soils into water bodies.

Foot traffic on new and extended foot trails at Sandy Point NWR and Buck Island NWR is expected to
have a negligible impact on soil erosion. To minimize the impacts from public use, the refuges will
include informational signs that request trail users to remain on the trails, in order to avoid causing
potential erosion problems.

Long-term herbicide use for exotic plant control could result in a slight decrease in water quality
in areas prone to exotic plant infestation. Through the proper application of herbicides, however,
this is expected to have a minor impact on the environment, with the benefit of reducing or
eliminating exotic plant infestations.

Wildlife Disturbance

Disturbance to wildlife is an unavoidable consequence of any public use program, regardless of
the activity involved. While some activities such as wildlife observation may be less disturbing
than others, all of the public use activities proposed under the plan will be planned to avoid
unacceptable levels of impact.
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The known and anticipated levels of disturbance from the plan are not considered to be
significant. Nevertheless, the refuges will manage public use activities to reduce impacts.
Providing access for fishing opportunities allows the use of a renewable natural resource without
adversely impacting other resources. General wildlife observation and interpretation may result
in minimal disturbance to wildlife. If Sandy Point NWR determines that impacts from the
expected additional visitor uses are above the levels that are anticipated, those uses will be
discontinued, restricted, or rerouted to other less sensitive areas.

Vegetation Disturbance
Negative impacts could result from the creation, extension, and maintenance of trails that require the
clearing of non-sensitive vegetation along their length. This is expected to be a minor short-term impact.

Increased visitor use at Sandy Point NWR and Buck Island NWR may increase the potential for
the introduction of new exotic species into areas when visitors do not comply with requests to
stay on trails. The refuges will minimize this impact by installing informational signs that request
users to stay on the trails.

User Group Conflicts

As public use increases, unanticipated conflicts between different user groups could potentially occur.
If this should happen, Sandy Point NWR will adjust its programs, as needed, to eliminate or minimize
any public use issues. The refuge will use methods that have proven to be effective in reducing or
eliminating public use conflicts. These methods include establishing separate use areas, different
use periods, and limits on the numbers of users in order to provide safe, quality, appropriate, and
compatible wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities.

Effects on Adjacent Landowners

Implementation of this CCP is not expected to negatively affect the owners of private lands adjacent
to Sandy Point NWR. (Green Cay NWR and Buck Island NWR have no adjacent private
landowners.) Positive impacts that could be expected include higher property values, less intrusion
of invasive exotic plants, and increased opportunities for viewing more diverse wildlife.

To minimize potential impacts on adjacent landowners, the refuge will provide informational signs that
clearly mark refuge boundaries; maintain the refuge’s existing parking facilities; use law enforcement;
and provide increased educational efforts at the refuge office and visitor contact station.

Land Ownership and Site Development

Land acquisition efforts by the Service at Sandy Point NWR could lead to changes in land use and
recreational use patterns. However, most of the non-Service-owned lands within the refuge’s
approved acquisition boundary are currently undeveloped. If these lands are acquired as additions to
the refuge, they will be maintained in a natural state, managed for native wildlife populations, and
opened to wildlife-compatible public uses, where feasible.

Coordination

The management action has been thoroughly coordinated with all interested and/or affected parties.
Parties contacted include:

All affected landowners
Congressional representatives
National Park Service
Governor of U.S. Virgin Islands
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U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Local community officials

Interested citizens

Conservation organizations

Findings

It is my determination that the management action does not constitute a major federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment under the meaning of Section 102(2)(c) of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (as amended). As such, an environmental impact
statement is not required. This determination is based on the following factors (40 CFR 1508.27), as
addressed in the Environmental Assessment for Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island NWRs:

1. Both beneficial and adverse effects have been considered and this action will not have a
significant effect on the human environment. (Environmental Assessment, pages 167-188)

2. The actions will not have a significant effect on public health and safety.
(Environmental Assessment, page 169)

3. The project will not significantly affect any unique characteristics of the geographic area such as
proximity to historical or cultural resources, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas.
(Environmental Assessment, pages 168-169)

4. The effects on the quality of the human environment are not likely to be highly controversial.
(Environmental Assessment, pages 167-188)

5. The actions do not involve highly uncertain, unique, or unknown environmental risks to the human
environment. (Environmental Assessment, page 169)

6. The actions will not establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects nor do they
represent a decision in principle about a future consideration.
(Environmental Assessment, pages 169, 185, 186)

7. There will be no cumulatively significant impacts on the environment. Cumulative impacts have
been analyzed with consideration of other similar activities on adjacent lands, in past action, and
in foreseeable future actions. (Environmental Assessment, page 187)

8. The actions will not significantly affect any site listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National
Register of Historic Places, nor will they cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural,
or historic resources. (Environmental Assessment, page 168)

9. The actions are not likely to adversely affect threatened or endangered species, or their habitats.
(Environmental Assessment, pages 169-182)

10. The actions will not lead to a violation of federal, state, or local laws imposed for the protection of
the environment. (Environmental Assessment, pages 167-188)
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Supporting References

Fish and Wildlife Service. 2009. Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental
Assessment for Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges, United States
Virgin Islands, Caribbean Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex. U.S. Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region.

Document Availability

The Environmental Assessment was Section B of the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan for
Sandy Point, Green Cay, and Buck Island National Wildlife Refuges and was made available in
August 2009. Additional copies are available by writing: Caribbean National Wildlife Refuge
Complex, P.O. Box 510, Boqueron, Puerto Rico, 00622; or Sandy Point National Wildlife Refuge,
3013 Estate Golden Rock, Suite 137, Christiansted, St. Croix, USVI, 00820-4355.

€& SEP 1 6 2010
Cynthia K WDohner Date
Regional Director, Southeast Region
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Appendix XIll. List of Preparers and Contributors

Mike Evans, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Claudia Lombard, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Amy Mackay, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Al Woodson, FWS, Sandy Point NWR

Susan Silander, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex

Joe Schwagerl, FWS, Caribbean Islands NWR Complex

Dave Olsen, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Jen Valiulis, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Toby Tobias, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Will Coles, Virgin Islands Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Steve Garner, West Indies Marine Animal Research and Conservation Service
Carol Cramer-Burke, St. Croix Environmental Association

Leon Kolankiewicz, Mangi Environmental Group
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Cover Photos by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The Leatherback Sea Turtle of Sandy Point
The Red-Billed Tropic Bird of Buck Island
The St. Croix Ground Lizard of Green Cay

Comprehensive Conservation Plans provide long-term guidance for
management decisions; set forth goals, objectives, and strategies
needed to accomplish refuge purposes; and identify the Fish and
Wildlife Service’s best estimate of future needs. These plans detail
program planning levels that are sometimes substantially above
current budget allocations and, as such, are primarily for Service
strategic planning and program prioritization purposes. The plans
do not constitute a commitment for staffing increases, operational
and maintenance icreases, or funding for future land acquisition.



