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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) received a grant from the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) to conduct the Marine and Coastal Biodiversity Threat Abatement in the
Eastern Caribbean project. TNC has partnered with The University of the West Indies, Centre for
Resource Management and Environmental Studies (CERMES), Marine Resource Governance in the
Eastern Caribbean (MarGov) project. The partnership between TNC and CERMES MarGov project
initiated this Local Area Management Project (LAMP) which is scheduled to conclude in September
2010. This report summarises the findings of research conducted in Dominica from February to
March by the LAMP team and local and regional partners (CANARI and Panos Caribbean). The
Soufriere/Scott’s Head Marine Reserve (SSMR) in southern Dominica was the specific study site.
This research primarily addressed two components of the LAMP work.
•

•

Provision of a strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) analysis of existing
Local Area Management Authorities (LAMAs) – and identify strategies for addressing
sustainable fisheries by improving existing LAMAs and establishing additional ones.
Strategy for establishing LAMA or other management mechanism to allow community
management of resources that would result in reduced fishing pressure in and around the
MPA

This work also contributes towards meeting the project deliverables below.
•

•
•

Identify enabling policy, legislation, institutions and regulatory conditions required for
establishment and effective functioning of Local Area Management Authorities (LAMAs) for
fisheries management as provided for in OECS harmonized legislation for fisheries
Increased and shared knowledge of LAMAs as a form of legally institutionalized fisheries
governance that facilitates local level stakeholder involvement
Communication products and pathways for influencing policy makers and other key change
agents on effective regional fisheries governance

The audiences for the report are primarily (a) the various sponsoring and partnering agencies, and
(b) the citizen stakeholders who participated in the field research conducted in and around the
Soufriere/Scotts Head Marine reserve (SSMR) in Dominica. The SSMR was the selected specific
study site within Dominica given its history of having a LAMA as an informal institution that was
later formally institutionalised by law and administrative practice. The research purpose was to
learn about the LAMA within the context of the SSMR and coastal and fisheries management and to
present the key learning in the context of more general application to the eastern Caribbean that
includes Grenada, the other LAMP study site which has several MPAs at different stages of
development. Some of these areas may be amenable to local, rather than state-led national level,
governance which to date has focused on various co-management arrangements.
The major conceptual framework guiding the research concerns institutional analysis (see Figure).
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Methods
The research methods included examining documents, an inception workshop, interviews and
observation on site in the SSMR. The inception workshop generated stakeholder identification, a
historical matrix and a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analysis. Most of the
current information related to institutional arrangements and governance came from interviews.
Key learning
The final component of the institutional analysis research framework comprises the outcomes and
learning that includes feedback. Here we are looking mainly at the outcomes that result from the
interactions and the learning that did or should have taken place within the system by the actors
involved. The latter is thus based both on evidence of learning and the expectation of learning. The
learning expected may not have actually taken place and is presented from the researchers’ point of
view. Because of this there can be much debate over what has been, or should have been, learnt. Not
all learning (or information) is ‘key’. We focus here on the points that are likely to be most pivotal.
The central theme is, however, that if there is no or insufficient learning in the system it is unlikely
to be able to self-organise for proactive or reactive change. The system will be deficient in adaptive
capacity and will likely be more vulnerable than resilient. It may be a complex, but not adaptive,
social-ecological system. Knowing the nature of the system, in these terms, informs the subsequent
recommendations.
Bio-physical/ecological
In terms of bio-physical or ecological matters, the following summarises our findings to date. They
are in no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
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1. The SSMR is in reasonably good ecological condition, but subject to threats from both
human and other impacts, and combinations of these, ranging from irresponsible fishing to
tourism-related practices to watershed management to climate change and more. The
absence of a rigorous regime for monitoring and evaluation will constrain learning.
2. The ecological monitoring undertaken is partly project-driven and dive operator inspired.
The usefulness of such monitoring is appreciated, but its value in MPA decision-making has
not been well tested to learn from what information is the minimum required for decisions.
3. The SSMR watershed and any watershed-scale impacts have not been defined and identified
respectively, in keeping with MPA best practices, partly perhaps because the SSMR has a
mainly marine set of boundaries. The Fisheries Division is aware of the potential problem.
4. The Scientific and Research Committee has not functioned to allow the LAMA to learn from
the scientific activities undertaken in the SSMR. This is a major gap in institutional memory.
5. The Education Committee, which has focused mainly on conservation, is the most consistent
and active part of the LAMA through the organisation of SSMR Day in association with many
supporters. Learning how to communicate with young people has been a major triumph.
6. Although conservation objectives and practices may be well communicated to youth on
SSMR Day, they seem less well communicated to area residents and resource users. The
LAMA and fisheries authority have not learnt how to fully engage these groups in dialogue.
7. Despite evidence that people in the settlements may not be as well informed as desirable,
there is also evidence of pride in community that includes attention to waste management
and reflects a conservation ethic (at least terrestrially) that can be built upon.
8. Maintenance of the MPA, operations ranging from mooring buoys to monitoring, control
and surveillance (MCS), has been inconsistent and partly dependent on the management
arrangement. Key actors should have learnt that MPA maintenance is critical to success.
9. Although the bulk of fishing effort has moved offshore, there remain pockets of illegal
inshore fishing (spear guns, fish traps, etc.) that may cause conflicts with tourism to escalate
and the benefits of fish habitat protection to diminish unless curbed immediately. The
LAMA and fisheries authority have not yet learnt how to deal effectively with the fishers.
10. Tourism-related users think that there is scope for sustaining increased visitation, and
hence presumably higher visitor impacts, but there have been no studies on the limits of
acceptable change (formerly regarded as ‘carrying capacity’) to support this impression.
Socio-economic/livelihood
Regarding socio-economics and livelihoods there was also a range of outcomes and learning. They
are in no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. Livelihood strategies appear to be quite dynamic in the area, but largely undocumented, due
to a variety of factors operating on different levels and scales. Examples are fishers moving
offshore, commuting to work in the urban core, women leaving fishing for other work. More
information on livelihoods and occupational mobility would inform SSMR management.
2. The original MPA focus on livelihoods may have gone off track since this does not now
appear to be a priority with the LAMA leadership, although it has not been ignored. Not
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having measurable objectives and a system of evaluating management effectiveness
constrains learning in this area that is less easily monitored unobtrusively than ecology.
The fishers remain a fairly disorganised group. Except for a few leaders, the majority of
fishers appear not to have learned enough about the benefits of collective action to play
active roles in the cooperative and ensure its success. This is despite knowledge of fairly
successful fishing cooperatives operating in other parts of Dominica that could be models.
Yachting is a major issue that has not been fully discussed among the parties. Residents
have repeatedly indicated their interest in having yachts visit the SSMR for incomegenerating opportunities. The LAMA leaders and fisheries authority seem less in favour due
to the increased threat to the area’s natural resources if mooring is not managed and
anchoring resumes (although the original conflict with beach seining is not as relevant
now). More needs to be learnt about the trade-offs and means for managing mooring while
charging self-financing user fees for the exclusive privilege and promoting livelihood
opportunities.
Various initiatives (e.g. the eco-tourism project) have left LAMA and other leaders with the
impression that entrepreneurship is lacking in the SSMR area. There is inadequate capacity
for taking advantage of livelihood opportunities because assets (especially social, human
and financial) are meagre. However, there are dissenting views that indicate structural and
institutional barriers are the problem. More needs to be learnt about entrepreneurship.
Despite official statistics pointing to high levels of poverty in the parishes that include the
SSMR, poverty was never raised as an issue by respondents. Gaps in the understanding and
perceptions of poverty may have to be bridged among various actors and agencies since it is
one of the major factors in national and district investment and capacity-building efforts.
Although some entrepreneurs have combined coastal community culture with culinary
initiatives, entertainment and visitor appeal, there seems to be scope for more of this. On
the other hand there seems to be strong, and understandable, resistance to converting the
area into tourist attractions to make money. People are learning how to strike a balance.

Governance/institutional
Concerning governance, the focus of this analysis, here are some of the key points to consider. They
are in no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. The institutional designs of the SSMR and LAMA were forward-thinking and went through
an extensive consultation and informal phase that facilitated learning. However, learning
and adapting was not carried through to the implementation phase, resulting in current
problems with the LAMA, although the SSMR is not as badly affected. Reinstate learning.
2. Provisions in the Lawrence et al (no date) management plan were only partially reflected in
the legal documents relating to the SSMR and LAMA. As Hoggarth (2002) points out, these
and other administrative-legal deficiencies need to be addressed for the SSMR/LAMA to
become fully and consistently operational. There is inadequate evaluation to assist learning.
3. The objections to the Hoggarth (2002) draft management plan appear to be superficial and
easily addressed, yet this valuable report has been shelved for eight years. Although the
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onus is on the LAMA, neither it nor the Fisheries Division appear to have undertaken an
objective review of the draft as a learning exercise from which to craft an acceptable plan.
Over the years there seems to have been no attention to succession planning in the LAMA.
This is despite learning that the current leadership arrangement was problematic and, even
if it was not, it would be an unreasonable burden to carry the responsibility indefinitely.
The outcome is the current situation where there are few viable alternatives to the leaders.
Under the Fisheries Act, ultimate responsibility for the LAMA’s functioning rests with the
minister responsible for fisheries, and typically this burden is shared by the Chief Fisheries
Officer. Yet neither has stepped in authoritatively to address the problems of the LAMA,
perhaps because the impacts on the SSMR have been cushioned. The persistence of the
problems is eroding the social capital that strongly supported the institution early on.
Despite the erosion of social capital through conflict and leadership issues, sufficient of it
remains for most interested parties to want to rebuild the LAMA rather than see it become
defunct. In particular, they have learned that community-based management has practical
advantages over centralised state management if the former is effective. However, they
have not learned from careful analysis of past experience how best to rebuild the LAMA.
Because community member organisation expectations and their free-ridership was not
managed in the early stages of the LAMA, there has been a tendency for these members to
withdraw participation entirely rather than seek or be assigned to an appropriate role. A lot
that could have been learnt about organisation dynamics seems to have been ignored.
Those who advocate a change in the LAMA leadership most often recommend a larger role
for the Dominica Watersports Association, its individual members or its agents. They have
learnt that the vested interests and management capacity of the DWA can be assets, but
they appear not to have learnt the need to ensure a balance of power and authority that
avoids making a particular stakeholder group into an elite with inequitable consequences.
The SSMR was reported by all to be much better managed when it had a salaried manager
from 2003 to 2006. This could be due to a number of factors ranging from qualifications and
skills to full-time availability to the professional ethics of performing well for payment. It
does not appear that the importance of having a salaried full-time manager has been learnt.
Although the fisheries authority and government are supportive of fisherfolk organising, the
pace needs to be carefully accelerated in the SSMR area if the fishers especially are to build
capacity and to gain voice for themselves rather than be spoken for by others. A fisheries
extensionist should work full-time alongside the SSMR manager to assist with organising.

Recommendations
Although the recommendations are derived from the outcomes and learning there is not an entirely
direct correspondence point for point. Hence these are presented as a separate list, and at the level
of broad statements rather than objectives or tasks that can be used directly for implementation.
The main reason for this is that it would be a serious mistake for any research recommendations to
be implemented without further investigation of key issues and considerable dialogue amongst the
stakeholders of the SSMR and LAMA. These steps are needed to facilitate self-organisation and to
build adaptive capacity. They do not all have to take a long time if a participatory, learning-by-doing
approach is adopted for social learning and innovation. Consider the following recommendations.
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Each attempts to be integrative in combining various aspects of local area management. They are in
no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. Conduct a more thorough institutional analysis to provide better information for decisions,
including monitoring and evaluation to facilitate social learning and adaptive management
2. Review the Lawrence et al (1994) and Hoggarth (2002) management plans in the light of
current best practices to develop an acceptable management plan as the foremost priority
3. Introduce regular measurement of MPA management effectiveness such as from the “How is
your MPA doing?” guidebook or similar, along with incentives to sustain the measurement
4. Find short-term funds for immediately hiring a full-time manager for the SSMR to solve the
current operational problems and assist in guiding the process of management planning
5. Develop, along with the management plan, a sustainable financing plan with a view to
sustaining the salary and benefits of the manager, wardens and other essential staff
6. Obtain a legal-administrative review of SSMR/LAMA legislation, by-laws and procedures to
fix any inconsistencies and ensure all is put in place to support the new management plan
7. Re-structure the LAMA to have a small executive board of core stakeholders surrounded by
a broader stakeholder advisory group, both of which have clear terms of reference
8. Develop a communications strategy and plan for the LAMA after doing communication
needs and capacity assessments to determine what is needed and the capacity to deliver it
9. Network the LAMA closely with community and business development agencies that can
assist in meeting the needs of the residents without overburdening the LAMA with demands
10. Establish a SSMR Foundation or something similar as a means of growing revenue not to be
immediately spent and channelling any excess funds into community development activities
11. Initiate orientation and career development training for LAMA members and SSMR staff
respectively in order to increase their capacities and keep a record for future requirements
12. Create closer linkages between the SSMR and other MPAs in the Caribbean in order to build
networked capacity and information exchange that could reduce the management burden
13. Align the SSMR vision, mission and objectives more with the Medium-Term Growth and
Social Protection Strategy that seeks to optimise synergies between fishing and tourism
Validation
LAMP research findings were presented at a validation workshop held at the Fisheries Division on
19 July 2010. Participants comprised mainly key informants who had been interviewed during the
inception site visit (in March) and other stakeholders. Site visits to Soufriere and Scotts Head were
made from 20-21 July 2010 to obtain feedback from community members and other stakeholders
not at the validation workshop.
For this validation visit, CERMES partnered with CANARI and Panos Caribbean for perspectives on
institutional analysis and communication. In addition, two Grenada participants -- Roland Baldeo,
MPA Coordinator, Fisheries Division, and Margaret Weise, Woburn/Clarke's Court Bay (WCCB)
MPA Steering Committee -- joined the extended LAMP team. Baldeo was invited to learn from the
Dominica experiences and was interested in SMMA stakeholder views in terms of setting up the
MPAs in Grenada. Weise was particularly interested in the Dominica story and its application to the
soon-to-be-launched WCCB MPA.
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The validation session was informal and highly interactive. The draft executive summary of the
LAMP report was circulated to all participants prior to the validation meeting. Key bio-physical,
socio-economic and governance findings as well as recommendations from the LAMP research
were discussed individually. Lively discussion was generated during presentation of the key
findings. For the most part, the comments validated the key findings. This helped to better
understand the LAMA as an institution of governance for the area and to learn from the SSMR
experiences so that lessons could be applied to Grenada.
Follow-up
At the validation workshop, consensus was built to hold a meeting on reviving or restructuring the
LAMA. After not having had LAMA meetings for five years this was seen as a major success of the
validation workshop. A core group of persons met on 28 July 2010 to discuss the way forward for
the LAMA, establish a working group, develop a terms of reference and define the tasks of the
working group. However, due to the absence of key LAMA members, lack of a copy of the LAMA
draft constitution as well as lack of full support for such a working group by meeting participants,
no progress has been made to date in restructuring or reviving the LAMA. Personality clashes and
lack of leadership plague the LAMA interests at this time.
Two LAMA stakeholders, Vivian Titre the head warden and Billy Lawrence from the watersports
association, were invited to and participated in the LAMP termination workshop held in Carriacou,
Grenada, as the other part of the exchange visit between the two LAMP study sites. Following a
presentation on SMMR project findings a discussion was held on how some of the lessons learned
there could be applied to the SIOBMPA, Molinere/Beausejour MPA and Woburn/Clarke’s Court Bay
MPA in Grenada. There was much appreciation of the exchange visit and opportunities to network
that it provided to both study sites. However, for the SSMR, progress hinges upon making progress
with reforming the institutions of governance.
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) received a grant from the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) to conduct the Marine and Coastal Biodiversity Threat Abatement in the
Eastern Caribbean project. This project is intricately linked to moving the region towards achieving
long-term protected area management goals and thus protecting the biodiversity contained within
the protected areas systems of each country. TNC and USAID suggest that a comprehensive package
to improve the management of marine resource biodiversity must include:
•
•
•
•

improved capacity for managing the marine environment in use zones
policies and regulations that support management of marine biodiversity
economic development, benefit sharing and involvement of primary users
educational outreach to involve the public, business interests and policy decision makers

TNC works both at a site scale and on high leverage partnerships based on the Program of Work for
Protected Areas (PoWPA) under the Convention for Biological Diversity (CBD) to which nearly all
Caribbean countries are party. TNC’s primary strategy in the insular Caribbean is to help countries
meet and exceed their commitments to the CBD PoWPA to establish an effectively managed
network of marine protected areas (MPAs). This includes attention to marine resource governance.
To assist with the latter, TNC has partnered with The University of the West Indies, Centre for
Resource Management and Environmental Studies (CERMES), Marine Resource Governance in the
Eastern Caribbean (MarGov) project. The goal and objectives of this project, grant funded primarily
by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) of Canada, are:
Goal: To understand marine resource governance related to small-scale fisheries and coastal
management in the eastern Caribbean using complex adaptive system (CAS) and social-ecological
system (SES) concepts.
Objectives:
•
•

•
•

To construct a conceptual framework for applied research on marine resources governance
in the Caribbean using CAS and SES perspectives.
Investigate governance in the context of small scale fisheries in the eastern Caribbean
primarily using cross-scale network analyses with emphasis on features that enhance
resilience and adaptation.
Increase the capacities of partners to undertake their own research and use the results by
involving them in the participatory applied research.
Facilitate through outreach and information, the incorporation of the research results into
initiatives related to marine resource governance for fisheries.
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•

Establish applied research into marine resource governance as a new demand-driven
programme

The partnership between TNC and CERMES MarGov project initiated the Local Area Management
Project (LAMP) as announced early in 2010 (see appendix 1) and which is scheduled to conclude in
September 2010.

1.2 ABOUT THIS REPORT
As shown in the first appendix, LAMP has governance and communication as its main components.
The Commonwealth of Dominica and Grenada are the two country study areas. Dominica, ‘The
Nature Island of the Caribbean’, is the largest and most mountainous of the Windward Islands in the
Eastern Caribbean. It has a land area of 750 square kilometres, measuring 47 km in length and up to
25 km in width. Estimates of its maritime jurisdiction vary from under 10,000 to nearly 30,000
square kilometres depending upon boundary delimitation assumptions. The country has an
estimated population of around 75,000 people. Nearly half live in and around the main coastal
towns of Roseau and Portsmouth, but there are more than 30 coastal settlements at village level.
This report summarises the findings of research conducted in Dominica from February to March by
the LAMP team and local partners. The Soufriere/Scott’s Head Marine Reserve (SSMR) in southern
Dominica was the specific study site (indicated by the red circles in Figures 1 and 2).

Figure 1 Location and topography of Dominica
Source: (CIA 1990) via www.reliefweb.int

Figure 2 Demographic and marine features
Courtesy Dominica Fisheries Division
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This research primarily addressed two components of the LAMP work.
•

•

Provision of a strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) analysis of existing
Local Area Management Authorities (LAMAs) – and identify strategies for addressing
sustainable fisheries by improving existing LAMAs and establishing additional ones.
Strategy for establishing LAMA or other management mechanism to allow community
management of resources that would result in reduced fishing pressure in and around the
MPA

This work also contributes towards meeting the project deliverables below.
•

•
•

Identify enabling policy, legislation, institutions and regulatory conditions required for
establishment and effective functioning of Local Area Management Authorities (LAMAs) for
fisheries management as provided for in OECS harmonized legislation for fisheries
Increased and shared knowledge of LAMAs as a form of legally institutionalized fisheries
governance that facilitates local level stakeholder involvement
Communication products and pathways for influencing policy makers and other key change
agents on effective regional fisheries governance

The audiences for the report are primarily (a) the various sponsoring and partnering agencies, and
(b) the citizen stakeholders who participated in the field research conducted in and around the
Soufriere/Scotts Head Marine reserve (SSMR) in Dominica. For the former the main aim is to meet
the project deliverables and provide a set of lessons that may be applicable to the other study site
(Grenada) and for remedial action at the SSMR if necessary. For the latter audience the main aim is
to provide feedback as part of the project method so that they have the opportunity to refute or
validate findings in follow-up fieldwork and consultation before a final report is produced.
These aims are fairly basic. The authors, however, hope that more can be achieved by this report
than set out above. Stakeholders and interested parties in Dominica, as elsewhere in the MarGov
project area, are struggling with institutional arrangements for coastal and marine resource
governance that are monumental given the often very limited adaptive capacities that the
individual actors or organisations possess. We hope that this report will provide some insight into
how emerging concepts can be applied to existing governance issues for new insight that is
liberating and transformative. We hope to contribute to
enabling self-organisation within eastern Caribbean socialecological systems and the development of greater capacity
through multi-level networks. In order to do this we have
had to strike a balance between writing in plain language
and introducing some of these, more academic, concepts.
Bear with us and work with the new terms to see if they
help.
The next section summarises the main research and
12

investigative methods. Following sections present the results of the research under various
headings, but mainly as an institutional analysis with special attention to communication. The final
sections discuss lessons learned and offer some recommendations. References and several
appendices are put at the end of the main text.

2 METHODS
The SSMR was the selected specific study site within Dominica given its history of having a LAMA as
an informal institution that was later formally institutionalised by law and administrative practice.
The research purpose was to learn about the LAMA within the context of the SSMR and coastal and
fisheries management and to present the key learning in the context of more general application to
the eastern Caribbean that includes Grenada, the other LAMP study site which has several MPAs at
different stages of development. Some of these areas may be amenable to local, rather than stateled national level, governance which to date has focused on various co-management arrangements.

2.1 APPROACH
The LAMP research methods were informed and guided by the MarGov project methodology which
is participatory action research (PAR). Thus LAMP involves stakeholders actively in research and
helps to develop capacity. There are advocacy elements that make it ‘action’ research. These aim to
promote and facilitate good marine resource governance. They encourage movement away from
the failed concepts conventional top-down resource governance towards emerging ones of complex
adaptive systems and social-ecological systems that promise better insight on persistent problems.
Third is the focus on research rather than development or “fixing”. This emphasises obtaining data,
information and knowledge through learning and problem-solving experimentation. It is different
from suggesting that the project offers “the answer” to any problem. We, however, anticipate that
success in mobilising knowledge and making practical people-centred interventions will result in
improved situations and outcomes over time.

2.2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The major conceptual framework guiding the research concerns institutional analysis (Figure 3).
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Figure 3 Institutional analysis conceptual research framework
In summary this means that the SSMR/LAMA situation from past to present (and in the future) can
be described by a set of contextual variables. Here the variables are categorised as bio-physical,
socio-economic and governance. The context provides actors in the institution, the SSMR/LAMA,
with incentives to cooperate (or not), resulting in observable patterns of interaction within the
institution, and ultimately learning (or not) from outcomes that feedback into the system. On the
outside of the system are other factors and institutions that may impact positively or negatively on
the focus institution and contextual variables. Also see a previous application of the framework to
the SSMR by James et al (2006).
The above is largely at the local (site) to national (country)
level on a geographic spatial scale. However, especially
when the exogenous and external variables are considered,
it is clear that the SSMR as a MPA system to be governed
and the LAMA as its governing system, along with their
governing interactions, operate within a larger complex
adaptive social-ecological system of marine resource
governance. From this perspective, one employed by the
MarGov project, additional features of governance such as
self-organisation, adaptive capacity, resilience and
transformability need to be considered.
To keep the analysis manageable, these latter properties of complex adaptive systems were not
explicitly tackled in the investigation, but used instead to further interpret the results and derive
key learning. This goes beyond the LAMP project deliverables to contribute knowledge to MarGov.
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2.3 PARTICIPATION
The LAMP team for this research comprised Patrick McConney, Maria Pena and Carmel Haynes of
CERMES. Chief Fisheries Officer of Dominica, Andrew Magloire, was interested in LAMP from the
outset and agreed for one of his officers, Derrick Theophille, to be contracted to assist. Theophille
had recently helped to complete a socio-economic assessment of another coastal area of Dominica
under the CERMES ‘Fisheries SocMon’ project and was familiar with useful tools and techniques.
Within the constraints of his other duties, he was also assigned to assist the team with the inception
workshop and site fieldwork. Other officers of the Fisheries Division, past and present, participated
in sharing the institutional memory and uncovering the LAMA files.
Although Theophille tried to compile a list of persons who had been, or were still, involved in the
LAMA the task was made difficult due to the inactivity of the organisation over the past four years.
People were contacted to attend the inception workshop or otherwise meet with the LAMP team.
Phone and letters were used to communicate. Most responded by attending the inception workshop
or being available subsequently for interview. A critical exception to this was the current manager
of the SSMR, and one of its ‘founding fathers’, Nigel Lawrence.
Although McConney was able to speak to Lawrence by phone, the latter declined to participate in
the research. He said this was due to the LAMA not having been involved as a full research partner
from the start, and his negative experiences with previous SSMR research. Due to its inactivity, it
had not been possible to engage the LAMA from the start as intended. Despite explanations from
McConney, and amicable discussion on differing perspectives, Lawrence was unavailable
throughout the period of fieldwork. Given his past and current role, this was a major information
gap compensated for only partially by the open cooperation and information sharing of all other
persons connected to the SSMR and LAMA. It is hoped that he will be involved in the validation.

2.4 SECONDARY SOURCES
The LAMP team started by acquiring secondary data on the SSMR and LAMA from documents and
the internet. Derrick Theophille provided additional secondary data, laws, documents and personal
contact information available more readily or only in Dominica. He compiled a report and electronic
documents. Fisheries Division files on the SSMR and LAMA were made available without restriction.
Some LAMA members also made their personal records of LAMA meetings available. However,
there seems to be no complete record of the LAMA available anywhere. It is highly fragmented.

2.5 INCEPTION WORKSHOP
Several methods of investigation were presented, and some implemented, in the project inception
workshop held on 9 March 2010 in Scotts Head and described in detail later. The purpose of the
workshop was twofold. First it was to explain the project to key stakeholders. Second it was to get
their expert input into filling knowledge gaps in the secondary data and to identify new issues via a
facilitated group process. See the appendices for the workshop agenda, participants and overview
presentation. A summary slide from the latter (see Figure 4) suggests how the various methods
contribute to learning to improve marine resource governance.
15

The workshop helped to complete stakeholder identification, a historical matrix and SWOT analysis
on the spot. Participants were told how social network analysis (SNA) and a ‘swift’ socioeconomic
(SocMon) assessment could be employed later in the research if necessary. These more intrusive
methods would be a last resort if adequate information was not available from secondary sources
and key informants. Later sections and appendices supply outputs from the inception workshop.

SWOT analysis
Institutional
analysis

SocMon swift

Historical matrix

Stakeholder
analysis

Network analysis

Learning to
improve
marine
resource
governance

Communication
investigation

Figure 4 A variety of methods contribute to learning

2.6 INTERVIEWS AND OBSERVATION
Using the stakeholder identification, people involved in the LAMA and accessible to the researchers
were contacted and most were interviewed using unstructured or semi-structured techniques. A
few additional persons, mainly fishers and a businessperson encountered in the area of the SSMR
were informally and opportunistically interviewed. The interviews filled gaps in the other methods,
helped to triangulate and interpret other information, and provided more current perspectives than
many documents. Field notes were compiled from the interviews and incorporated in later sections.
The principal investigator, McConney, spent time in Soufriere and Scotts Head observing activities
and taking a few photographs. Given the few days of fieldwork the observations were very limited.

2.7 COMMUNICATION
Due to the communication component of LAMP, considerable attention was paid to communication
in all of the above. This included communication to the public or particular stakeholders about the
SSMR/LAMA and communication among people, groups and organisations related to the LAMA. In
many cases communication was closely associated with participation events and practices. The data
gathered will be used both in this study focused on governance and in a subsequent investigation
that goes deeper into the communication of conservation messages and policy influence regionally.
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3 RESULTS
The results sub-sections below, and appendices, summarise the findings generally. More detailed
interpretation is offered in the next section on institutional analysis.

3.1 SECONDARY SOURCES
Documents and data concerning the SSMR and LAMA were found mainly on the internet and in the
Fisheries Division. More ecological documents, such as dive survey results and academic papers,
exist than those consulted. They all point to reasonably healthy ecological conditions in the SSMR.
The socio-economic and livelihood documents and data were scarcer, but several related to poverty
assessments and disaster recovery or mitigation reports as described in the contextual variables.
Although not all socio-economic data sources were examined (e.g. census and labour force surveys),
the general impression from literature is of an area with narrow livelihood opportunities due, in
part, to limited entrepreneurial capacity amongst residents, and conditions that do not encourage
high investment. A livelihoods analysis of the settlements around the SSMR was not available.
More attention was paid to governance. Key legal institutional documents were the several pieces
of legislation that set up the SSMR and LAMA, along with the original and the recent draft SSMR
management plans. There were also little-known draft bye-laws for the LAMA and several copies of
LAMA meeting minutes. Governance, or institutions more generally, seemed to have received the
least research attention or administrative documentation with respect to the SSMR and LAMA
compared to ecology (the common concern of MPAs) and livelihoods (a stated priority interest of
the Fisheries Division). The institutional analysis presents the bulk of results obtained using these
methods.

3.2 SSMR INCEPTION WORKSHOP
The pre-workshop press release (see appendix 2) provided advance notice of this event, but
invitees were also personally contacted by Theophille on behalf of LAMP. Realising that the projects
shared interests and participants, it was decided to combine the LAMP inception workshop with a
Reeffix workshop led by Richard Huber of OAS and his local associate, Arun Madisetti (see appendix
3). An electricity outage in the area prevented the LAMP slides from being projected, but printed
handouts and lively discussion more than compensated.

3.2.1 OPENING AND OVERVIEW
Carmel Haynes, MarGov Communications Officer, welcomed
participants to the inception workshop. Treasurer Cleve Tavernier
provided additional welcome on behalf of the LAMA, stating that he
hoped after the meeting LAMA would be able to progress further
and that those involved would be able to work together. Chief
Fisheries Officer Andrew Magloire gave opening remarks that
provided a perspective on how participants could contribute to the
workshop. Magloire stated that LAMP was seeking to research the
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operation of the LAMA and to obtain feedback from the people who were involved. He commented
on the timeliness of the workshop, emphasizing the importance of the LAMA and noting that it was
dormant. Magloire expected LAMP to provide insight into the challenges of the LAMA and thought
that it could result in handing over more management responsibility to stakeholders. He was
certain the research would help to stimulate the LAMA. In closing, Magloire encouraged
participants to be open and frank with the workshop facilitators. He urged all present to keep an
open mind as he introduced Patrick McConney of CERMES who gave an overview of LAMP (see
appendix 4).
McConney told participants that the idea of marine local area
management (people who manage marine resources in areas near
to where they live) is very important in many locations globally.
Marine local area management is particularly important in the
Pacific region where it has been socially, culturally and politically
embedded for countless generations. He noted that it could
become more relevant in the Caribbean given global trends in
decentralization, devolution, public sector reform and other
aspects of governance, and in discharging nation-state obligations
to multi-lateral environmental agreements (MEAs) through engaging civil society. The researcher
noted, however, that our performance in the region regarding the conservation and sustainable use
of some marine resources has not been good (Geoghegan et al 2001). Through the slides he
illustrated what LAMP would set out to achieve and the possible benefits to the LAMA and SSMR.
In completing the overview, McConney told participants that the purpose of the workshop and
LAMP overall was not to criticise performance and dictate remediation. He stated that the idea was
more to exchange information and gain a collective understanding (social learning) that could lead
to multi-stakeholder creative change (social innovation) only if people wanted it. He assured that
the project team would be back in Dominica to validate the SSMR/LAMA information and to discuss
LAMP activities in Grenada. Before the break, the news media participants asked questions about
development in the area. McConney noted the potential for area development that was sustainable.

3.2.2 STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION
In the first working session, participants were taken through a
list of the people known to have been associated with the LAMA
based on various documents and key informants. To correct and
improve this list they were asked to confirm affiliations, say who
was still around and to name others who were omitted. This
fuller stakeholder list (see appendix 5) was then used to arrange
interviews. The discussion occasionally ranged wider such as to
confirm that organisations comprising the LAMA could assign
several people as their representatives once they were members of the organisations’ executives.
The geographic operational scales of groups were also discussed.
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3.2.3 H ISTORICAL MATRIX
Taken through the exercise in 5-year time segments, participants were asked to indicate what they
recalled as the main events that took place in the 25 years between 1985 and 2010 in connection
with the SSMR. In the absence of electricity at the time, notes for each year were made on a flip
chart and later transcribed into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. Maria Pena, CERMES Project Officer,
was responsible for much of this work. Afterwards, comments on their connections to bio-physical,
socio-economic and governance trends were added (see appendix 6).
The matrix clearly shows the ecological and livelihood concerns in the origins of the SSMR, with the
legally constituted MPA and its LAMA coming into being quite a while after functioning informally.
Participants recall the first ten years of the arrangement, when it was informal, as being the most
dynamic and relatively free of conflict. The trends analysis also shows that the demise of the LAMA
as a governance institution has not yet appeared to have had disastrous impacts on the bio-physical
aspects of the SSMR since the wardens have been functioning despite the governance handicap. In
some respects this speaks to both bio-physical and institutional resilience. Livelihoods also appear
to be in need of attention, and the institutional analysis returns to this topic later in the report.
This historical matrix is incomplete in terms of details and some dates need to be further validated.
Sources suggested that more projects had taken place in the area. These details are, however, not
likely to change the larger picture of major trends illustrated in the matrix.

3.2.4 SWOT ANALYSIS
Having grounded their recall of events in the historical matrix, participants next considered the
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) associated with the LAMA, in that order
(see appendix 7 and box below). Strengths were strongly associated mainly with the early and
informal phase of the LAMA. Weaknesses were conversely associated with later and current phases.
The opportunities presented were centred on the LAMA still having strong community support as
an institution, even if there was less confidence in its current leaders. Threats were focused upon
the shared feeling that the LAMA was running out of time to get its act together. In this respect,
either it would lose its remaining capacity, or it would be displaced by an alternative arrangement
such as authority being exercised more directly by Fisheries Division.
What do we mean by these SWOT terms?
Strengths = existing positive features of the organisation that actually help to make it
successful, they have a proven track record
Weaknesses = existing deficiencies of the organisation that hamper its performance and
actually contribute to its lack of success
Opportunities = expected situations or events in the organisation's internal or external
environments that could be to its benefit
Threats = expected situations or events in the organisation's internal or external environments
that are likely to be harmful to it
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3.3 INTERVIEWS AND OBSERVATION
The stakeholder identification list (see appendix 5) shows who was interviewed by the LAMP team.
Most interviews were semi-structured, but a few opportunistic encounters were unstructured.
They generally followed the pattern of asking respondents questions including:
•
•
•

What have been your experiences with the LAMA? (covering the three areas of ecological,
livelihood and institutional as appropriate)
What, if any, changes would you suggest to improve the LAMA?
What else should we know about the LAMA to understand it?

The next section on the detailed institutional analysis examines the responses in more detail, but in
summary the experiences with the LAMA were mixed. The dominant factor was consensus that the
LAMA was controlled or led by a few people who were involved from the start, and who were not
inclined to share power or change their ways even as they saw the LAMA decline. This decline, they
said, did not affect the ecological health of the SSMR much, but some said livelihoods in the area had
been constrained by legislation, LAMA decisions as well as other factors. Changes to improve the
LAMA ranged from doing nothing but putting new people in charge, to more drastic changes such as
downsizing and reconfiguring the structure of the LAMA. Additional knowledge for understanding
and interpreting the LAMA came mainly from the fisheries authority and LAMA leaders. Insight
included maintaining the cultural and economic identity of the people and place, and working with
the limited leadership and entrepreneurial capacity. The team’s observations were restricted by the
few days of fieldwork, and they appreciated that their ability to triangulate and validate the
information from literature, inception workshop and interviews was limited. However, sufficient
information was obtained to fit into the institutional analysis framework previously introduced. It
is developed in the next section.

4 INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS
This institutional analysis, based on the model shown in Figure 3, ties together information from
the various sources (documents, inception workshop, interviews, observation) and builds to key
learning about the SSMR/LAMA system through examination of interactions and outcomes.

4.1 CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES
The contextual variables describe the situation within which the various actors in the SSMR/LAMA
system interact. If the situation changes (e.g. major hurricane damage, decline in fishing or tourism,
influx of new NGOs) so may the interactions and outcomes depending upon how adaptive and
resilient the system is. It is a matter of judgement, norms and values whether resilience is ‘good’
(we wish the system to absorb changes and essentially stay the same) or ‘bad’ (we wish for changes
to transform the system into something very different). Consideration of these complex adaptive
system points and perspectives comes later.
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The original management plan for the SSMR (see box below) suggests that institutional, livelihood
and ecological concerns were all important in the establishment of the MPA. These are examined.
The concept of reserving parts of the marine environment in the Soufriere/Scotts Head Bay was to:
1. Ensure that there is a minimum level of user conflicts;
2. Preserve the tradition of fishing in the area and avoid the possible threats of employment
displacement;
3. Cater for some compatible trends in development without sacrificing the livelihood of the people;
4. Ensure the conservation of a resource which is unique to that area
Source: Lawrence et al (no date)

4.1.1 BIO- PHYSICAL /ECOLOGICAL
There was consensus among documents and respondents that the move to protect the area was
instigated by yacht anchoring conflicting with beach seining, and also an increase in SCUBA diving.
People, especially fishers, were initially suspicious of divers, wondering why they were attracted to
the area. Although some residents were familiar with the marine ecology of the area it was not from
a recreational diver’s perspective. Other residents had no knowledge of the marine life in its natural
state, according to a key informant. During the MPA preparatory phase the residents were shown
underwater photographs to educate them about ecology and conservation. School children were
taught to perform conservation-oriented skits to further promote stewardship among all ages.
Concerning boundaries, the legal instruments setting up the reserve and the fisheries management
area that includes only a narrow terrestrial strip contain the same wording shown in the box below.
All that marine space and substratum and the immediate coastal fringe contained in the Soufriere
and Scotts Head Bay extending to Anse Bateau within the area delineated by the following …
Source: Fisheries legislation establishing the reserve and management area
Yet, the fisheries officers are aware of the need for watershed-scale management and a “ridge to
reef” approach. Watercourses and drains empty into the bay. They say that adjacent private land
owners have agreed to informal restrictions on development (e.g. road cutting), and have heeded
advice on environmental management. The example was given of an illegal rubbish dump being
stopped as the area was fenced by the land owner who was
concerned about harming the SSMR.
The marine portion of the SSMR is divided into various zones
(Figure 5a) and within them are reef monitoring sites (Figure 5b).
A respondent said that it showed foresight by the Fisheries
Division to designate the area as a marine reserve. Dolphins and
whales regularly swim within the bay, and in the past there were
schools of small pelagic fish that could fill 4 or 5 boats in one day.
The diving there is some of the best in Dominica because of the
concentration of marine life, particularly algae, anemones and
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sponges. Fish are also abundant, but mostly of small size. Both under the water and above it, the
aesthetics of the area are outstanding, but it is rated most highly by nautical tourism.

Figure 5a and b SSMR boundary demarcation,
multi-use zones and reef monitoring dive sites
Courtesy Fisheries Division

Guiste (2000) and others (Guiste et al 1996) have investigated the physical features (Figure 6) and
fisheries of the SSMR area. James et al (2006) surveyed fishers and reported their perception that
fisheries resources within the bay had been declining while offshore resources showed more
promise. This perspective is consistent with the government’s “Medium-Term Growth and Social
Protection Strategy” (Government of Commonwealth of Dominica 2006) in the box below that sees
watersports as an economic activity with growth potential in declining inshore fishing areas.
While the near-shore fishery operations are expected to decline in production output and
employment opportunities, the offshore fishery is expected to grow at a rate of three to five percent
annually given existing trends. The decline in coastal fishery operations will be cushioned by an
anticipated rapid increase in water-sport activities as more and more of these areas are allocated
for alternative uses.
Source: Government of Commonwealth of Dominica( 2006)

22

Figure 6 Physical features of the SSMR area
Source: Guiste et al (1996)
A respondent noted that some fishers appear to have more
disposable income, and those who fish inshore are buying more
fish pots and gill nets especially. This person was concerned about
the impact of increased fishing effort by these types of less
selective fishing gear on the inshore reefs. He observed that
previous gains from the control of fishing in the SSMR were being
eroded by inadequate management. He said more education and
enforcement was needed related to spear-fishing which was
illegal in the SSMR, but persisted. It was alleged, for example, that fish made tame by dive operators
through feeding as a tourist attraction were being speared to provide seafood. Another respondent
wanted the LAMA and surrounding communities to be more proactive in clamping down on illegal
fishing and more involved in monitoring, control and surveillance. Several others expressed similar
sentiments.
The installation of mooring buoys has meant that craft should no longer be dropping anchor on the
reef and destroying it. Respondents frequently cited the moorings as a significant achievement in
reducing destructive impacts on the reef. There was agreement that biodiversity is not under
serious threat due to human impacts in the SSMR, but there was still some coral damage due to
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anchoring. Dive operators felt that there was still scope for increasing visitation to dive sites in the
SSMR without reducing the quality of the experience or harming the ecology of these areas.
The SSMR wardens have ranged from three to five in number and are currently four. They have
been trained by Coast guard and Fisheries Division in policing, enforcement, first aid, SCUBA diving,
mooring operations and other basics, but have never been on a comprehensive MPA training course
or exchange visits to other MPAs in the region. Although the wardens were mostly praised, there
was also the comment that that the SSMR is increasingly poorly patrolled and maintained. Recently,
we were told, more mooring buoys are breaking away and not being replaced soon enough or ever.
Fishers are now more often seen in no-fishing areas and the wardens are allegedly fearful of fishers’
threats of physical retaliation should they take enforcement action, especially since management
support seems to be low. One person added that, under these conditions, it seemed unfair to charge
user fees given that client expectations were not met when MPA rules were conspicuously broken
and not enforced. This was said to be damaging the SSMR’s reputation, showcased on SSMR Day.
Respondents thought that the SSMR Day concept was very important because it gave many
students their first chance to see a reef. Most children have no idea about what life lies under the
water from firsthand experience. It was also good for fisheries officers to go into the schools and
acquaint the children with the marine environment in order to get feedback on areas of interest.
Support for SSMR Day through sponsorship by private companies demonstrated a wide interest.
Only one dive shop is located within the bay. Others, located up to
several miles away, said that up to 90% of their dives were
normally done in the SSMR area. Dive operators said the SSMR
has been very good for marketing the island abroad, and that
Dominica has been rated highly for the health of its reefs and
marine life. However, they did not think that the people who live
around the SSMR area fully appreciate what they have, or
appreciate that the fragile marine environment with all its
potential, especially for making money, is threatened from many different angles over which they
have some control. One dive operator noted that all sorts of people, from in the region and beyond,
call him for information on the SSMR, but people in Dominica remain relatively unaware of what
they have and are far less curious about the marine environment than most tourists.
Geomorphology plays important ecological and socioeconomic roles in this volcanic area. Internet information for
cruise ship visitors, that ignores the remainder of the SSMR,
recommends a snorkel tour (see box below). Champagne,
called Anse Bateau on charts and in the legislation, where one
company (Irie Safari) has almost a monopoly on beach access
to the site, is the main directly quantifiable income earner for SSMR/LAMA.
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If you love to snorkel, you should take this tour. Champagne is an area in the Soufriere/Scottshead
Marine Reserve where there are small volcanic fissures in the sea bed. These fissures release tiny,
crystal-like bubbles into the water. Champagne is also a haven for many tropical fish, so the 1-1/4
hours of snorkeling (3 hour tour) is interesting and good.
Source: http://cruises.about.com/od/caribbeancruises/a/dominica_shorex.htm

4.1.2 SOCIO - ECONOMIC / LIVELIHOOD
As on many Caribbean coasts, fishing and tourism are also key
social and economic activities around the SSMR. Soufriere has a
population of about 800 persons, and Scotts Head a population of
about 1,200 persons (James et al 2006). There is one main coastal
road connecting the two villages. Fishing is the traditional
occupation of Soufriere and Scotts Head, but particularly the
latter. In 1999 an estimated 311 full and part-time fishermen
operated from these villages. A further estimated 45 fishermen
operated from Pointe Michel, some of them fishing inside the SSMR. These fishermen operated a
total of 154 fishing boats, mostly small canoes and keel boats (Hoggarth 2003). The Fisheries
Division currently estimates that there are about 125 active fishers in Soufriere and Scotts Head.
The Fisheries Division records fish landings at Scotts Head (Figure 7) but not at Soufriere or Pointe
Michel.
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Figure 7 Scotts Head fish landings 2007-2008 (lbs)
Source: Fisheries Division
Nationally, fishing employs just over 3,100 fishers and vendors with about 1,000 on a full-time
basis, and they annually contribute around 2% to GDP according to official statistics (FAO 2007).
Although rough figures can be calculated for fishery and other resource valuation, the levels of
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uncertainty will be high due to inadequate recorded data or bases for making truly informed
assumptions and estimates. This is especially so at the site level.
James and others (2006) found that SSMR fishers were 37 years of age on average and lived within
households of about 5 persons. In their survey, 84% of the fishers interviewed ranked fishing as
their most important income source, providing more than half of their household earnings. Fishing
also provided more than half of the food needed by 40% of the fishers’ households, and half the
food requirement for another 28%. Outside of fishing just about 24% of these fishers engaged in
other occupations such as masonry, carpentry, and huckstering. The study found that, given the
chance to live their lives over, 80% of the fishers would still fish because they like it and it gives
them independence. Fishing is very socio-culturally embedded into the SSMR.
Respondents said that in the early stages of the SSMR, every day fishers violated the rules as few
sought to inform themselves despite the extensive preparatory extension work of the Fisheries
Division. The problem then was mainly fish pots in non-fishing areas, but then it declined due to
further education and enforcement. The resurgence of the problem was noted in the previous
section although the reason is not clear. Harder economic times and more disposable income are
two opposite explanations proffered by respondents. Currently, spear-fishers are the main problem
according to some respondents, especially when spear-fishing occurs late in the day according to
the wardens. Spear-fishing, due to its flexibility and low capital investment is usually a sign of
worsening economic conditions, and perhaps increasing poverty, in some Caribbean locations.
According to the most recent country poverty assessment (Halcrow Group Limited 2003), poverty
in Dominica is high in comparison to most Caribbean standards – around 29% of households and
40% of the population. Around 10% of households are indigent, i.e. very poor, and high levels of
both poverty and indigence characterise St. Marks, the parish that contains most of the SSMR (see
appendix 8). The poverty assessment states that poor families rely on inshore fishing since they
have no resources to fish offshore. This could lead to over-fishing and depletion of fish stocks in the
nearshore as seen in the SSMR. Although the Fisheries Division is encouraging the use of longlines
and FADs, these are beyond the means of the poor. This was borne out by interviewees.
Respondents said that those who were involved in having the area declared a marine reserve and
then demarcated into different zones and uses – diving, nursery, fishing priority, mooring areas, etc.
recognized that traditional fishing practices (then mainly beach seine and fish pots) and the rights
of access of local stakeholders had to be maintained. The bay at Scotts Head is a very unique area,
they said, and the leaders were not interested in promoting much change in socio-cultural aspects.
A few respondents claimed to see a trend that as people in the area became more educated they
moved away from near-shore fishing and more into tourism-related activities and thus were less
dependent on fishing. People in the area came to recognize that they could earn more money by
taking visitors to see the fish and talk to them about the fish than they could earn from harvesting
the fish. Therefore people in the area became less involved in primary extraction and more involved
in secondary service activities. Yet, these observers would like to see still more local involvement in
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tourism enterprises if funding for start-up capital, insurance and other business needs were to be
available. One respondent suggested that local people are prohibited from getting involved more
due to colour, status and other socio-economic biases rather than due lack of entrepreneurship.
Contrary to this view, several respondents mentioned an EU-funded ecotourism project that offered
enterprise funding, but there was reportedly little uptake due to lack of local entrepreneurship. The
development constraints of the fisheries sector nationally are said to be “further compounded by
cultural influences and a general lack of capacity on the part of the players in the fishery sector to
culture good entrepreneurial practices and skills” (Government of Commonwealth of Dominica
2006).
A seasoned fisherman said that young fishers are interested in seeing the
fish aggregating devices (FADs) installed for easier offshore fishing with
the promise of larger catches, but they are less interested in learning
about fishes and fisheries management. He noted that most fishers avoid
formal learning events, but those that go pass on information to others,
even if that information becomes inaccurate during transmission. Despite
the interest in offshore fishing, none of the fishers interviewed
(admittedly less than 10) claimed to know about Grenada-style artisanal
longlining or other fishing methods elsewhere in the Caribbean that
seemed relevant. The Fisheries Division said it arranges fisher exchanges
for capacity building, but the interest and impacts tend to be brief and
unsustainable.
St Marks Fishing Co-op was said to have been started with the giving of recovery goods to fishers
after Hurricane David in 1979. A respondent reflected that in hindsight this was not a sustainable
reason for a fisher organization. The co-op did not prosper, but Dominicans who have returned to
the area from living abroad are trying to revive it. This includes a 5 year strategic/business plan
that will supposedly engage the LAMA. The LAMA is providing oil for sale to assist with revenue
generation and will help to finance the FADs. A LAMA leader admitted that fishers were the hardest
group to deal with, so hoped the St. Mark’s revival would make a difference. James et al (2006)
found that (in 2001) almost all (96%) of the fishers interviewed in the SSMR area were not
members of any fisherfolk organisation and the same proportion claimed to have little knowledge
of the LAMA and making of the SSMR . There seems to be a communication or credibility gap.
In comparison to others in Dominica, the St Marks fishing cooperative was reportedly not operating
efficiently, effectively or collectively . This co-op does not have a physical home, but the Fisheries
Division is said to be working to fix this and find them an office perhaps in association with a fuel
concession for revenue generation. The co-op has allegedly suggested that it currently has no
tangible initiatives to take on. James et al (2006) state that in general, the Soufriere/Scotts Head
area does not have traditions of collective action or organisation. The existence of communitybased groups seems to only partially refute this assertion since few were fully operational.
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For fishers interviewed in both Soufriere and Scotts Head, a pressing need was for more, properly
made, FADs as well as loan or grant funds for upgrading their offshore fishing boats and gear. They
were impatiently awaiting action from Fisheries Division and the National Association of Fisherfolk
Cooperatives Society Ltd (NAFCOOP) on the FADs. However, none interviewed were members of
the St Marks Fishing and Tourism Cooperative, they had not asked questions on these issues and
they were taking no action on their own to address the issues. Revenue from the LAMA is to be used
for the FADs development offshore from the SSMR.
Fishermen said that their future lay in the offshore fishery, not in the SSMR. They said a man cannot
feed his family and live properly from the fishing priority area alone. There was better pay in
fishing than in construction or other low-skilled jobs and fewer rules than in tourism (where there
were known certification requirements and best practices). Young men were more interested in
fishing only rather than in a mix of jobs (alternative, complementary or supplementary livelihoods).
Most young men were said to still go into fishing, even if only part-time, in Scotts Head but not
Soufriere. Most fishers switch amongst fisheries to work the year round. The soil type and terrain
of the Scotts Head area is not conducive to agricultural production (Guiste et al 1996).
Concerning fish marketing, fishermen said that tuna and dolphin are easy to sell locally to residents
and restaurants, but not marlin (billfish). They sometimes have to go to Roseau to sell large catches
of any kind of fish and to obtain fishing supplies, but people come from Roseau to get fish from the
two villages. The Fisheries Division was believed to protect fishers from competition from imported
fish generally, but hotels were not seen as good buyers since they import much of their fish. Scotts
Head had strong kinship links in fish marketing by fishermen’s wives and other kin (James et al
2006) , but this is said to be declining as more young women are now going into teaching, hair
dressing, office assistance and other types of work. However, there will be a policy of “encouraging
greater involvement of women in the operations of the sector through incentive driven approaches”
(Government of Commonwealth of Dominica 2006).
During the field visit very little fishing activity took place. Fishers said that the last two seasons for
pelagics were good, but this one was slow. Boats were staying in since few dolphin were available.
The price is normally EC$5/lb. Dolphin sells to consumers at EC$10/lb in Roseau, but EC$4-7 in
rural areas including those served by delivery vans. Flyingfish went from being sold by the piece to
by weight, and this has increased earnings from the fishery which still remains secondary to the
larger pelagics. No fish landings data are collected from Soufriere, only from Scotts Head. The
official data on landings are not routinely made available to the data collector or fishing interests in
the area, and there are no catch-related prizes for Fisherman’s Feast which is not a major event.
Fishers used to sail their boats but there has been no retention of cultural skills similar to the old
style sailing races Carriacou fishers have retained for cultural reasons, and which attract tourists.
The fishers encountered had only vague knowledge of the SSMR apart from its zones, and less
knowledge of the LAMA. They said that constraints on fishers (e.g. laws) were made quickly, but
help (e.g. FAD installation) was either slower to come, limited or both. For example, the Scotts Head
fisher lockers were built too small to accommodate one person’s normal set of fishing gear, but
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most fishers were allegedly too “afraid” to suggest modifications. Scotts Head fishers said that they
also needed refrigerated storage facilities since there was good enough demand for fish to afford
storage in times of plenty. Some said fishers “get nothing” from either the Fisheries Division or
Village Council.
It was argued that the advent of the SSMR/LAMA led to the creation of LAMA chairman Moise’s dive
shop in Soufriere, improved storage facilities for fishers at Scotts Head and led to the employment
of local MPA wardens. Because the area had been well promoted in the preparatory phase there
was also an increase in consumer traffic through the area, which meant fishermen could sell their
fish easier and the whole profile of the communities around the SSMR improved.
Several respondents had not seen any positive livelihood changes
that could be linked directly to the LAMA. Overall, people on the
island are moving away from fisheries and agriculture towards
more tourist-related activities such as buying buses to “hustle”
cruise ship passengers. Since there are more people involved in
tourism generally, there has been an increase in the number of
dive and other watersports operators using the SSMR. These
investor interests are said to want more moorings in the SSMR for
their use, and to expand tourism in ways from which they can
profit.
Weekend seafood and music recreational events are potentially revenue generating opportunities
for residents in the SSMR’s coastal settlements. The historical matrix shows one that started in
Soufriere and Scotts Head, ‘kon kon le’, but ceased after violent incidents. It was restarted briefly,
but never successfully. Now there are other competing, moreso sole operator, events including
Melvina’s fish fry and the seafood soup man, both on the Pointe Michel side of the SSMR.
Many respondents supported the idea of fishers and residents ashore building livelihoods around
the ‘shore breaks’ of yachts people and divers respectively if mooring in the bay is allowed again or
if the dive tours incorporate such a break (for example between dives on a double-dive trip).
Fishers could offer water taxi services and fishing trip experiences. Other residents could offer
merchandise, refreshments, area sight-seeing and other amenities.
However, several people said that neither fishers nor area
residents are particularly entrepreneurial and they do not act
collectively on improving their livelihoods as may be required to
sustain these initiatives. There was lack of cohesion within the
settlements, but there were also long standing multi-faceted
tensions between Soufriere and Scotts Head fishers and other
residents on many issues that were not locally regarded as conflict,
but which constrained cooperation. Despite these tensions on land,
there was said to be little conflict within the SSMR itself, except for
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minor illegal fishing.
Several respondents lamented that livelihood opportunities are shrinking because visiting yachts
were stopped from anchoring/mooring and consequently from spending money locally. Promises
to energise area and improve livelihoods had not been kept, so people were getting discouraged.
Some saw scope for a spa by the church and river, vending opportunities by the roadside, rowboat
tours and hiking tours as easy winners. The Caribantic building (where the inception workshop was
held) was cited by several as an example of an initiative with immense potential, but not sufficiently
well planned to market the place for frequent use. The only businesses easily visible along the coast
road in Soufriere and Scotts Head are food and beverage shops, a watercraft rental shop and some
places of accommodation.
Dive tourism was preferred over other types by most respondents in authority, compared to the
area residents who also wanted yachting tourism to return. Six dive shops were said to use the
SSMR, and one (Nature Island owned by the chairman of the LAMA) is based in Soufriere. Shore
dives are not allowed, and most snorkelling is also done from boats except at Champagne. There
have apparently been no studies on the impacts of levels of tourism use or the room for expansion
of dive and snorkel visitation within acceptable limits. However, watersports were said to be well
regulated out of the operators’ commercial self-interest, and the Dominica Watersports Association
(DWA) seemed to be well respected as a highly professional body.
The Fisheries Division wishes to encourage residents to offer
hospitality and roadside vending so that visitors ‘hang around’ and
spend their money in the settlements. Respondents said that most
people in the SSMR area now work Roseau day jobs, but up to the
1979 Hurricane David and some changes in the global agricultural
economy the L Rose and Company citrus factory provided much
employment in Soufriere and Scotts Head. Now the villages are
virtually devoid of economic activity in the daytime. The crossisland hiking trail and Soufriere hot springs offer livelihood
opportunities. The peninsula at Cachacrou is the starting point for
the Waitukubuli hiking trail which runs the length of Dominica.
Yachts have long used the safe anchorage of the bay as the first and last stopping point on the
passage to Martinique, but have been prohibited in the reserve since its declaration in 1998 to
avoid conflicts with other users (Hoggarth 2002). According to ECLAC (2003), yachting tourism
corresponds to the government’s goal of developing community tourism such as by having 10-20
moorings off a small village to stimulate businesses in the community and foster new business. The
report estimates that, despite the absence of reliable data (also see Madisetti no date), yachting
contributes between US$3-5 million annually to the Dominican economy. It says that the SSMR area
is considered to be one of the most beautiful anchorages in Dominica although, in contrast to many
marine parks such as the SMMA in St. Lucia, it provides no mooring facilities for visiting yachts. The
report notes that, apart from regulation and capacity control, moorings usually provide income to a
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managing authority. Respondents who resided in the SSMR settlements disagreed with the banning
of the yachts, but they do not speak out. Some said they would not regret it if the SSMR should
disappear as they would welcome the return of the yachts in order to make more money.
One respondent said he had to re-direct desperate-to-tour yacht people to moor in Pointe Michel
outside the SSMR boundaries and he then organized local transport to satisfy their sight-seeing
demands. A former SSMR manager reportedly planned to
introduce controlled yacht mooring into the bay to support local
livelihoods, but LAMA pioneer members objected to this change
despite advantages outweighing disadvantages according to
those who supported the move.
On a cruise ship day when Roseau was bustling with tours to
many destinations such as Champagne that was busy with
snorkelers, the researcher observed that over about 2 hours only
a handful of tourist-occupied vehicles reached to the end of the Scotts Head road (by the Caribantic
building) where there was nothing in particular to engage their attention except the view. They did
not stop in the village, and the villagers paid them no attention as they passed slowly by the narrow
road. At the time of observation in Scotts Head only Rogers (Restaurant) had a small tourist trinket
shop that was open. During the few days and nights spent in the two villages at the height of the
tourist season there appeared to be few visitors around except in a couple of the apartments such
as what the researchers were staying in. Several other such apartments appeared unoccupied.
In terms of quantifying tourism revenues, because of the walk-in traffic and the entrance ticket
system there is a direct record of some revenue for Champagne, but there are also two large dive
operations taking cruise ship snorkelers to the site under contract, and on some days there can be
upwards of 300 people there who may be incompletely recorded (Madisetti no date). That author
found that annual income from Champagne (from about 5,500 to 7,000 visitors) varied between
around $30,000 - $46,000 in ticket sales alone in recent years. Champagne is closest to Pointe
Michel village, which we were told feels left out as not receiving funds or benefits from the LAMA in
return for this major asset.

4.1.3 GOVERNANCE/ INSTITUTIONAL
A host of legislation is associated with the legal-institutional establishment of the SSMR/LAMA. The
inter-relationships and deficiencies are examined by Hoggarth (2002). A list is provided in the box
below and relevant provisions of the Fisheries Act under which they are made are extracted to an
appendix.
SSMR Legislation
1987 - No. 11
- Fisheries Act
1998 - S.R.O. 16 - Fisheries (Authorised Officers) (SSMR) Notice
1998 - S.R.O. 17 - Fisheries Management Authority (SSMR) Notice
1998 - S.R.O. 18 - Fisheries (Soufriere/Scotts Head Fisheries Management Area) Notice
1998 - S.R.O. 19 - Fisheries (Soufriere/Scotts Head Marine Reserve) Order
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1998 - S.R.O. 20 - Fisheries (Soufriere/Scotts Head Fishing Priority Area) Order
2001 - S.R.O. 7 - Fisheries (Marine Reserve) Regulations
Adapted from Hoggarth (2002)
James et al (2006) describe the LAMA as being a communitybased co-management body. A key informant said that the
LAMA board is supposed to meet at least annually in order to
report to the minister responsible for fisheries (who can
reportedly dissolve the LAMA if necessary) through the Chief
Fisheries Officer. The initial rhythm was apparently to aim for
quarterly, or bi-monthly, meetings of the LAMA management
board. However, we were told that since legal establishment
in 1998 the LAMA has had only occasional conflict-ridden
meetings and it has not reported either on its management
performance or its financial accounts. This state of affairs was said to be one of the reasons for the
Fisheries Division not handing over the LAMA building fully to the organisation despite its official
opening in 2007. Two graphical perspectives on the LAMA’s structure are offered in Figures 8 and
9, and also see Hoggarth (2002).
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Figure 8 Structural hierarchy of LAMA
Source: Fisheries Division files
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Figure 9 Functional structure of LAMA
Source: Fisheries Division files
As a step to finalise the process of community management, the major stakeholders have been
formed into a foundation which will be transformed into a Local Area Management Authority
(LAMA) under the provisions of Section18 of the Fisheries Act, No11 of 1987. That Authority will
take responsibility of guiding the future of the area which will be called the Soufriere/Scotts Head
Marine Reserve (SSMR).
Source: Lawrence et al (no date)
Respondents said that most of the LAMA committees worked for only a short while. The Education
Committee was the most useful, being instrumental in the introduction and sustainability of SSMR
Day in June when more than 20 schools visit the MPA and in staging outreach trips to schools
islandwide in April-May. One criticism shared is that the outreach has tended to neglect schools and
youth-oriented groups in the immediate vicinity of the SSMR, or at least has not accorded them
priority. The Finance Committee started to draft funding proposals but did not progress far. Indeed
the SSMR is unique among MPAs in not being pre-occupied with writing funding proposals simply
in order to survive. Scientific and Research Committee did not do much, but was to focus on
livelihood support. The latter has not occurred, and it has played little part in the SSMR’s biophysical surveys except to receive their reports. The Operational and Development Committee did
not do much. The planned rotation of committee members did not happen as the LAMA leaders
were dominant, they did not delegate duties and other members did not volunteer. Respondents
described a non-participatory core leadership group and an abundance of free-riding followers.
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One of the people active on the management board in the early years said he was fascinated by the
diversity of that group of people. New users of the area (divers, watersports operators, etc.) sat
with traditional users (fishers), youth groups, the village councils. It was a unique set-up for
Dominica. He witnessed more cooperation between traditional users and new users, thanks to the
LAMA, than he would normally have expected. Now, he said, the LAMA needs to start meeting once
again – it needs an effective chairperson with some sort of plan. There are a lot of things in place
that need to be continued and this needs a working board in place. In principle, all of the things that
the LAMA was originally supposed to accomplish are still all correct on paper, but it seems that to
make them happen poses a problem. His solution was new blood, new leadership, but he could not
specify who. It was also critical that the interpretation centre be up and running, and open to the
public as evidence that the LAMA was working again and contributing to life in the communities.
Besides the three listed authors, others said that they assisted in crafting the original SSMR
management plan (Lawrence et al no date). They were proud of the plan and their roles in
producing and starting to implement it. When asked what they would do differently in hindsight,
most said nothing needed changing but one said more grassroots information gathering on
participation and institutional ownership was needed. He would allow more rules and regulations
to be driven by the grassroots and reduce dominance from the top even if it meant making some
mistakes. Several said that the LAMA worked better during the informal period from 1995 to when
SSMR revenue collection started. However, once revenue started flowing, members tried to
appropriate funds for their own organizational and community causes. Significantly, there were no
open allegations of financial impropriety or personal greed throughout the history of the LAMA.
All interviews and evidence pointed to the LAMA having become ineffective. However, respondents
said there were no ready alternatives to the SSMR Manager and Chair of LAMA who they saw as the
main culprits behind the current state of affairs. Several said that there was no need to change the
structure of the LAMA in order to revive it. In the period from 2003 to 2006 there were said to be
about 12 meetings of the LAMA held to try to revive it (a set of meeting minutes was unavailable at
the time to confirm this). The most recent community-centred attempt to revive the LAMA, through
the EU-funded ecotourism project (led by consultant Dr. Poon) , reportedly got politicized by local
interests and did not succeed. But it did apparently succeed at community mobilization to get a
good meeting turn out, which suggests that people are still very much interested in the LAMA. The
decisions made at that meeting were reportedly later overturned by some of the LAMA leaders who
were absent and allegedly saw the meeting as an act of defiance.
The LAMA originally had over 30 people on the board according to respondents, but available
minutes show 10-15 people typically at meetings. The LAMA constitution/bye-laws (see appendix
9) were said to have been drafted 3-4 years after it started informally but they were neither
completed nor followed. Some of the respondents associated with the LAMA either did not know of
their existence or had never seen them. In probing further, there was surprisingly low interest in
what should have been the main formal rules (see appendix 10 for outline) respected by all for the
proper functioning of the institution.
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Over time the LAMA did not consciously change membership, but it is shrinking by attrition since it
has not met for five years. The newer leaders of some organisations that should be represented on
it were unfamiliar with the LAMA. The focus on livelihoods and biodiversity was judged to still be
appropriate. Some were not in favour of ‘alternative’ livelihoods for fishers, but instead sustainable
livelihoods that included fishing. It was said that fishers fear marginalization by tourism although
none of the fishers voiced this fear themselves. Fishers reported that they were at the bottom of a
largely uni-directional decision flow (Figure10), stating “decisions are made and then fishermen are
just told afterwards” (James et al 2006). When fishers were asked about responsibility for fisheries
management, these authors reported 64% saying that the government has most of the
responsibility.
The LAMA is now seen as elite rather than an organisation of the people. Currently the main
demand on the LAMA is to replace the mooring buoys and provide resources for the wardens, but
not much else. The village councils are no longer making demands for funds due to repeated LAMA
refusals. It was also said that there are poor institutional memories in village organisations. In 2010
Madisetti (no date) notes that “sadly in the past several years the overall management of the
reserve has been lacking due to apathy of the local groups and a certain antipathy towards the
manager, but the day to day operation of the reserve is functioning. To date it is still the only one of
its kind in the region and could serve as a template to other islands”.

Figure 10 Fishers' perspective on management decision-making
Source: James et al (2006)
Current LAMA staff is 4 wardens and 1 volunteer manager. Wardens alone can handle standard
conflict such as fishing infractions. All wardens are from the area and the senior warden has been
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with the SSMR from the start. Many managerial responsibilities are allegedly not being met, such as
supply of uniforms, ensuring the phone is never out of service and servicing the diving gear used by
wardens. Wardens are reportedly demoralized by not being taken seriously and having to call
Fisheries Division or Coast Guard more for assistance. An option was suggested to upgrade the
senior warden to ‘SSMR supervisor’ or something similar and give him more responsibility to be
like a sub-manager. Another respondent said that the LAMA needs “reshuffling” and for Madisetti to
return as manager of the SSMR. An informal proposal had been made for the SSMR to be managed
by the DWA but this was said to have been rejected. The proponent could see no logical reason for
rejection since this avoided the need for a paid manager and would have relieved the LAMA of the
burden of requiring a voluntary manager in an arrangement that clearly was not functioning well.
It was suggested that perhaps people have a poor understanding of the role/purpose/philosophy of
the SSMR/LAMA. For example, there was the perception that Moise controls everything because he
was known to chase out anchoring yachts whose crews were coming ashore to buy goods (and so
stimulating the local economy). Yet, it was said, few appreciated that the prohibition on yachts was
a legal provision and not a purely personal decision. A dive operator suggested that the LAMA
needs to keep local livelihood improvement as an objective since biodiversity conservation alone is
too self-serving for the dive operators and the latter focus would alienate stakeholders.
A respondent suggested that the LAMA needs to work more with fishers by showing respect and
being hands-on. She said fishers are not difficult to work with (contrary to the opinion of several
other respondents), and she gets things done using a properly respectful but firm approach. There
need to be fewer conflicting interests on the LAMA. Having fishing interests, tourism interests and
the village council complicates the arrangement. It was suggested that the LAMA could act as a
broker to bring people in contact with capacity-building resources without engaging all at board
level. The LAMA was said to be plagued by people wanting benefits without contributing, that is,
they wanted windfall gains as free-riders. It was suggested that an improved LAMA may need fewer
non-contributing stakeholders at the core, these being removed to a wider area stakeholder
advisory board. The core would focus on SSMR management rather than community development.
There was widespread agreement that within this decade there had been an increasing influence of
national party politics on the village councils islandwide that was not beneficial to local governance.
In the early days the village council was said to be a truly community-based organisation (CBO).
There was community spirit and many events of collective action. Now, more members were
appointed by the minister responsible for community development and there tended to be more
internal conflict. People reportedly use the village council mainly for notary service and for help
with conducting government business. The council gets a small subvention from government, but
most of its revenue comes from fund raising events and house taxes. It leaves urgent matters of
entrepreneurship, venture capital and capacity-building to other organisations based in Roseau.
The draft management plan by Hoggarth (2002) provoked some reaction. The Fisheries Division
asked for review of the SSMR to be done via the OECS and got what some termed a “same as the
SMMA [St. Lucia]” plan that was largely rejected by the LAMA and not followed up upon by the
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Division. A key informant said that there was a tendency by external agencies and consultants to
want to transfer SMMA institutions and objectives to the SSMR, or consider them identical, whereas
they were quite different. The 2002 draft plan was judged as a process as well as a product. Some
people alleged a top-down approach to its formulation by the author despite acknowledgement of
assistance and consultations conducted over the period of a week. A file document without date or
author entitled “COMMENTS RE THE SSMR REVISED MANAGEMENTPLAN” credits the LAMA with
objecting to many parts of the draft. Most of the comments are editorial, but the substantive ones
focus on what the critics saw as a violation of the original ideas behind the SSMR and a move to
focus more on tourism than fishing as the primary activity in the reserve. The comments also object
to the draft plan being distributed when they wished to treat it as a confidential rather than public
document. The LAMP review of the 2002 draft plan concluded that, not discounting the need for
further editing, there were several useful parts of the plan that should have engaged the LAMA and
encouraged them to disseminate it as a document for discussion rather than to keep it confidential.
The contents of the draft plan are displayed in appendix 11. Its executive summary attempts to
situate the plan conceptually within complex adaptive systems thinking as shown in the box below.
The Plan emphasizes the importance of understanding the whole system that is being managed.
This includes not just the fish and corals, but the also different people that depend on those
resources, the policy and regulatory frameworks, and the capacity of the managers. The methods
promoted are people-centred and participatory, directly involving resource users in key
management decisions, and aiming to fulfil their needs within the bounds of sustainable use. The
plan also promotes adaptive management solutions for coping with complex and dynamic situations.
Frameworks are thus described for evaluating the management system and adapting the rules, until
the objectives of the Plan are achieved.
Source: Executive Summary of Hoggarth (2002) [Italics as appear in the original]
The 2002 draft plan places huge emphasis on the LAMA and improving its operations ranging from
administration to legislation. It is, in many places, more of an organisational assessment and
strategy for revitalisation than a typical MPA management plan. LAMA 2002 members are below.
As of June 2002, the following enterprises, organizations and groups were listed as LAMA members:
• The Soufriere/Scotts Head Village Council
• The Pointe Michel Village Council,
• Petit Coulibri Resorts,
• South-west Investment Limited (Nature Island Dive),
• Pointe Moorings,
• Soufriere Boys Scout Troop,
• Dominica Water-Sports Association,
• Caribbean Facilitator / J.C. Resorts,
• Soufriere/Scotts Head Improvement Committee,
• Seabird Cafe,
• Soufriere Fisheries Group,
• Scotts Head Fisheries Co-operative Society,
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• Pointe Michel Fisheries Group,
• The Fisheries Division,
• The Dominica Police Force Marine Unit (the Coast Guard)
Source: Hoggarth (2002)
Given the focus upon the LAMA, and SSMR situation, there are few similarities to the SSMA in St
Lucia except the proposal to pay more attention to, and extract more benefits from, tourism. For
example, with respect to user fees the draft plan states “Consideration should also be given to
charging for boat mooring (yachts), sport fishing, use of the SSMR as a film/advertising location,
and for research” (Hoggarth 2002). Recommendations such as these were upsetting to the LAMA.
A person in authority insisted that the SSMR would not be driven by external models that did not
fit, and that there was now a stronger enabling policy environment to support the LAMA keeping to
its original mandate of favouring fishing. The current government was said to be stakeholderfriendly and willing to share authority and responsibility with fishing interests (e.g. NAFCOOP with
FADs).

4.2 EXTERNALITIES
Dominica lies in the Atlantic hurricane belt and its rugged terrain
makes it susceptible to all aspects (seas, rain, wind) of impact. An
additional hazard in the SSMR area is volcanic activity (Benson
et al 2001). In the years between Hurricanes David and
Frederick which devastated much of Dominica in 1979 and
Hurricane Omar that struck in 2008 the island has suffered
several impacts, some of which have almost severed road access
to the SSMR settlements.
Externalities to the SSMR/LAMA system can be as varied as the contextual variables. None are
discussed here in detail, but those that should be taken into account include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Natural disasters such as tropical storms and hurricanes
Climate change impacts on the marine areas and watershed
Trends in visitation due to yachting, cruise and dive tourism
Changes in national governance such as with the village
councils
Policies and programmes related to MPAs and reefs regionally
Global and economic conditions affecting businesses and travel
Living conditions in other areas that prompt in or out migration

Dominica’s economic vulnerability is constantly changing due to both
long and short term cycles and trends in development. For example, the
scale of physical damage to the transport network is now potentially far
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greater, and the pace of recovery could be slower, due to the long-term development of a largely
coastal road system without adequate sea defenses (Benson et al 2001). The coastal road along
the SSMR is one that is being rebuilt and reinforced. At the same time, the1990s fall in banana
production has reduced the potential scale of agricultural losses in a disaster. There is less to
lose if activity is low.
These points and more need to be factored into the interactions and outcomes. Key questions
concern levels of vulnerability and resilience to external shocks, and adaptability through selforganisation. It may be that interventions within the system become overshadowed by external
factors beyond anyone’s control that contribute more to determining interactions and outcomes.

4.3 INCENTIVES AND INTERACTIONS
4.3.1 GENERAL
Having at least partially understood the internal and external contexts, this section considers how
actors (individuals and organisations) that comprise the LAMA interact, and the incentives for them
to do so whether for positive or negative outcomes.
Concerning incentives, some LAMA leaders felt that board members’ personal contributions to the
LAMA were undervalued by observing stakeholders. They did not appreciate the time and effort it
took to participate fully in the LAMA and be responsible for the SSMR since they were free-riding.
Village councils thought there would be more community spending of revenue collected by the
LAMA rather than have revenue going back just into the LAMA and SSMR (for its self-financing).
The reasons behind these misplaced expectations remain unclear. When the LAMA leaders refused
their spending proposals for the communities it appears that their incentive to participate declined.
Dominica Watersports Association (DWA) members and their interests are alleged by some to have
unofficially taken over the running of SSMR/LAMA matters. They were judged to be the most
powerful stakeholder group associated with the SSMR/LAMA.
Although the EU-funded ecotourism project supported a full-time salaried SSMR manager for a few
years, the situation has reverted to a volunteer absentee manager. This suggests that, due to many
possible reasons, there may have been insufficient incentive for the LAMA to continue seeking to
fund a resident manager. SSMR revenue is insufficient to pay a manager as well as wardens. It will
be important to understand the incentives interplay and trade-offs here.
The fact that Lawrence was head of the Fisheries Division at time of the SSMR/LAMA creation
suggests that he may have a strong incentive to stay associated with his “baby” well beyond any
purely rational requirement to do so and perhaps despite evidence that he is causing harm. The
same may perhaps be said about Moise, its pioneering chairman, although he said that he would
willingly relinquish the chairmanship once a viable alternative arrangement was agreed to. He has
other interests and less time now for the LAMA.
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Both men know that LAMA is often half-jokingly said to be the ‘Lawrence And Moise Association’,
and the MR in SSMR is said to stand for “Moise’s Reserve”. People were said to be intimidated by
Lawrence and Moise in LAMA board meetings. Members apparently did not object to points or
decisions in meetings, but later dissented and complained in more comfortable, but unrelated,
forums. LAMA problems were said to be due to mainly to clashes among personalities and a nonfunctioning management arrangement rather than due to poor institutional design.
If, as many respondents suggest, the core leadership group of the LAMA is not willing to relinquish
“power”, then what is the incentive keeping them there when the LAMA appears to be dormant and
hence effectively powerless except for the wardens? Unless it is hoped that there will be a rescue in
which power can be exercised, there may be more incentive to abandon the slowly sinking ship. It
was suggested that the core group cannot be properly removed since no meetings are being held. A
respondent recalled a meeting from which Lawrence was absent and he objected to being voted off
in absentia. There was no reaction from other members to his apparent self-reinstatement.
Since its last meeting was held in late 2005, the LAMA may have paralysed itself into irrelevance.
Now that the SSMR is being run mainly by the wardens without an active LAMA it may lead some
people to question the usefulness of the institution. The wardens now interact mostly with the
Fisheries Division since the SSMR manager is often away or unresponsive. This is devolution being
reversed.
The interactions between the Fisheries Division and the LAMA are complex. Apparently the
Division is not turning the LAMA building over to it without the LAMA calling an AGM and reorganising itself to function better. So the building (top floor only) is currently used by the wardens.
People in the settlements resent this underutilization, but apparently blame it entirely upon the
LAMA. The researchers heard several suggestions for multiple uses of the building including the
original one of an interpretative centre, but there appears to be no process of dialogue to build
public consensus. It is unclear if or how Fisheries Division will interact to re-shape the LAMA and
SSMR management.
Some respondents felt that the LAMA board needs to be removed in totality and replaced. Names
suggested for new leadership were most often members of the DWA despite the DWA not having
voting rights on the LAMA (Madisetti no date). It was suggested that the new LAMA should write
grants to cover a full-time manager’s salary. It would be an opportunity to pay part of the manager’s
salary from revenue, and the remainder from grants. People did not advocate seeking a subvention
for the salary since government would then “want a slice” (of the revenue).
The latter is a mystery to most since there appear to be no proper accounting systems in place now.
It was said that no proper accounting had been done from 2006 since the last full-time manager
was employed, so it was difficult to know what the revenue was and where it was spent. Partially
contradicting this view, the LAMA chairman said that its accounts are easy to access/query and
open to scrutiny (he showed the researcher a bank statement with a balance of $65,000). SSMR
revenue is seasonal due to cruise tourism, but operating costs reportedly average EC$70,000/year.
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It was said that revenue of up to EC$5,000/week could be obtained from Champagne snorkel walkin user fees alone. It was claimed by others that some dive shops owe more than EC$60,000 in user
fees collected on behalf of the LAMA.
A LAMA leader reported that meetings were not called or held for years since member groups do
not attend. Also, community groups still want to benefit from the LAMA but contribute nothing. He
said that this attitude of declining self-reliance was fostered by patronage politics and made LAMA
meetings unproductive due to conflict. However, we were told that the aim is to open the LAMA
building soon and have a meeting before SSMR Day or Dive Fest 2010.
For deeper renewal it was suggested to downsize the LAMA by reiterating its original principles
and seeing who would stay to contribute, not just benefit. LAMA can function with only fishers and
dive operators involved, it was said. The village council and improvement committee made things
difficult by making demands that the LAMA was not designed to fulfil. This key person did not see
the SSMR/LAMA functioning for community development. Leadership and entrepreneurship were
said to be in short supply in the villages. Issues like the Adams River clean-up and livelihoods were
also not LAMA issues according to this person who wished to focus almost solely upon biodiversity
conservation within the SSMR.

4.3.2 COMMUNICATION
During the course of the field visit and inception workshop it became increasingly clear that one of
the major contributing factors that has accelerated the fall into abeyance of the LAMA is a lack of
sustainable communication between the various stakeholders involved in the initiative. It was
identified through the interviews and observation that the communication flows among and within
stakeholder groups were hindered by some internal and external conflicts. Concern was raised
during the workshop that without a properly functioning LAMA to provide a management
framework to minimise user conflict and potential conflict, that the situation could return to what
obtained before the LAMA when there was open conflict between net fishers and “yachties”; and
between trap and other fishers with divers, which necessitated fisheries officers to intervene and
mediate between the parties.
Unfortunately, it was highlighted that the LAMA ‘community representatives’ often did not report
back to their constituents on decisions taken or action required, and this spoiled the bi-directional
flow of information. Apparently there was not sufficient incentive, or demand from constituents, to
be truly representative. The often voiced need for more stakeholder involvement is both direct and
through effective representation.
Moreover, the lack of a proper reporting structure within the stakeholder groups meant that in
most cases the institutional memory was limited to the representatives who maintained contact
with the LAMA and when those involved representatives were no longer available or involved then
this created large gaps in knowledge and understanding. This situation was in part related to the
observation made during the workshop that the members of the groups represented on the LAMA
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lacked an appreciation and realisation of what their roles were as LAMA members as the LAMA was
viewed as external to them.
While it is accepted that concepts of marine conservation are difficult to communicate, the initiation
of the first SSMR Public Awareness and Educational Campaign in 1994, which has continued to run
annually, and has gained currency within the public school system, has contributed to facilitating a
more general understanding among younger Dominicans of some of the important concepts. This
has been augmented by the visits of members of the Dominica Fisheries Division into the schools to
make presentations on the subject. However, there were concerns raised by some stakeholders
over a perceived lack of understanding or acceptance by some Dominicans as to the ecological and
economic importance of the SSMR.
There was also regret expressed by some stakeholders that there had yet to be a creation of an
interpretation centre as identified by the original concept document1, which could have mitigated
that lack of knowledge to a certain extent and also provided greater buy-in from those in the area as
it could have served as a cultural repository for their past and present way of life. Strong requests
were made during the workshop for the current SSMR building to be developed into the said
interpretive centre.
Apart from the SSMR Day, there appears to be very little attempt to coordinate the marketing of the
SSMR. Past attempts have been made at marketing the SSMR through the use of coloured brochures
but the development of educational materials in English and French Creole (also known as “kweyol”
or “patois”), as called for in the original concept document, has not been achieved as yet. Although
English is the official language of Dominica, approximately three-quarters of the population also
speak the French Creole 2. It is not clear how many of the inhabitants of Dominica exhibit a greater
facility with the Creole than the Standard English, but it is expected that given the traditional
dynamic of creolised West Indian societies that there are certain pockets of persons for whom
information disseminated in the French Creole would be more accessible. A correlative to this can
be seen from the broadcast of sections of the evening news on the government information channel
in Creole. According to the records of the Fisheries Division, provision was also made for the
production of a 15 to 30-minute video on the SSMR, which was to be rendered in both English and
French versions. However, this has never been completed either.

4.4 OUTCOMES AND KEY LEARNING
The final component of the institutional analysis research framework comprises the outcomes and
learning that includes feedback. Here we are looking mainly at the outcomes that result from the
interactions and the learning that did or should have taken place within the system by the actors
involved. The latter is thus based both on evidence of learning and the expectation of learning. The
1

“Development of the Scotts Head/Soufriere Bay Marine Protected Area”. Ministry of Agriculture,
Government Headquarters, Roseau, Dominica.

2

Ethnolgoue Report for Dominica. www.ethnologue.com/show_country.asp?name=DM
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learning expected may not have actually taken place and is presented from the researchers’ point of
view. Because of this there can be much debate over what has been, or should have been, learnt. Not
all learning (or information) is ‘key’. We focus here on the points that are likely to be most pivotal.
The central theme is, however, that if there is no or insufficient learning in the system it is unlikely
to be able to self-organise for proactive or reactive change. The system will be deficient in adaptive
capacity and will likely be more vulnerable than resilient. It may be a complex, but not adaptive,
social-ecological system. Knowing the nature of the system, in these terms, informs the subsequent
recommendations.

4.4.1 BIO- PHYSICAL /ECOLOGICAL
In terms of bio-physical or ecological matters, the following summarises our findings to date. They
are in no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. The SSMR is in reasonably good ecological condition, but subject to threats from both
human and other impacts, and combinations of these, ranging from irresponsible fishing to
tourism-related practices to watershed management to climate change and more. The
absence of a rigorous regime for monitoring and evaluation will constrain learning.
2. The ecological monitoring undertaken is partly project-driven and dive operator inspired.
The usefulness of such monitoring is appreciated, but its value in MPA decision-making has
not been well tested to learn from what information is the minimum required for decisions.
3. The SSMR watershed and any watershed-scale impacts have not been defined and identified
respectively, in keeping with MPA best practices, partly perhaps because the SSMR has a
mainly marine set of boundaries. The Fisheries Division is aware of the potential problem.
4. The Scientific and Research Committee has not functioned to allow the LAMA to learn from
the scientific activities undertaken in the SSMR. This is a major gap in institutional memory.
5. The Education Committee, which has focused mainly on conservation, is the most consistent
and active part of the LAMA through the organisation of SSMR Day in association with many
supporters. Learning how to communicate with young people has been a major triumph.
6. Although conservation objectives and practices may be well communicated to youth on
SSMR Day, they seem less well communicated to area residents and resource users. The
LAMA and fisheries authority have not learnt how to fully engage these groups in dialogue.
7. Despite evidence that people in the settlements may not be as well informed as desirable,
there is also evidence of pride in community that includes attention to waste management
and reflects a conservation ethic (at least terrestrially) that can be built upon.
8. Maintenance of the MPA, operations ranging from mooring buoys to monitoring, control
and surveillance (MCS), has been inconsistent and partly dependent on the management
arrangement. Key actors should have learnt that MPA maintenance is critical to success.
9. Although the bulk of fishing effort has moved offshore, there remain pockets of illegal
inshore fishing (spear guns, fish traps, etc.) that may cause conflicts with tourism to escalate
and the benefits of fish habitat protection to diminish unless curbed immediately. The
LAMA and fisheries authority have not yet learnt how to deal effectively with the fishers.
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10. Tourism-related users think that there is scope for sustaining increased visitation, and
hence presumably higher visitor impacts, but there have been no studies on the limits of
acceptable change (formerly regarded as ‘carrying capacity’) to support this impression.

4.4.2 SOCIO - ECONOMIC / LIVELIHOOD
Regarding socio-economics and livelihoods there was also a range of outcomes and learning. They
are in no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. Livelihood strategies appear to be quite dynamic in the area, but largely undocumented, due
to a variety of factors operating on different levels and scales. Examples are fishers moving
offshore, commuting to work in the urban core, women leaving fishing for other work. More
information on livelihoods and occupational mobility would inform SSMR management.
2. The original MPA focus on livelihoods may have gone off track since this does not now
appear to be a priority with the LAMA leadership, although it has not been ignored. Not
having measurable objectives and a system of evaluating management effectiveness
constrains learning in this area that is less easily monitored unobtrusively than ecology.
3. The fishers remain a fairly disorganised group. Except for a few leaders, the majority of
fishers appear not to have learned enough about the benefits of collective action to play
active roles in the cooperative and ensure its success. This is despite knowledge of fairly
successful fishing cooperatives operating in other parts of Dominica that could be models.
4. Yachting is a major issue that has not been fully discussed among the parties. Residents
have repeatedly indicated their interest in having yachts visit the SSMR for incomegenerating opportunities. The LAMA leaders and fisheries authority seem less in favour due
to the increased threat to the area’s natural resources if mooring is not managed and
anchoring resumes (although the original conflict with beach seining is not as relevant
now). More needs to be learnt about the trade-offs and means for managing mooring while
charging self-financing user fees for the exclusive privilege and promoting livelihood
opportunities.
5. Various initiatives (e.g. the eco-tourism project) have left LAMA and other leaders with the
impression that entrepreneurship is lacking in the SSMR area. There is inadequate capacity
for taking advantage of livelihood opportunities because assets (especially social, human
and financial) are meagre. However, there are dissenting views that indicate structural and
institutional barriers are the problem. More needs to be learnt about entrepreneurship.
6. Despite official statistics pointing to high levels of poverty in the parishes that include the
SSMR, poverty was never raised as an issue by respondents. Gaps in the understanding and
perceptions of poverty may have to be bridged among various actors and agencies since it is
one of the major factors in national and district investment and capacity-building efforts.
7. Although some entrepreneurs have combined coastal community culture with culinary
initiatives, entertainment and visitor appeal, there seems to be scope for more of this. On
the other hand there seems to be strong, and understandable, resistance to converting the
area into tourist attractions to make money. People are learning how to strike a balance.
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4.4.3 GOVERNANCE/ INSTITUTIONAL
Concerning governance, the focus of this analysis, here are some of the key points to consider. They
are in no particular order, but are numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. The institutional designs of the SSMR and LAMA were forward-thinking and went through
an extensive consultation and informal phase that facilitated learning. However, learning
and adapting was not carried through to the implementation phase, resulting in current
problems with the LAMA, although the SSMR is not as badly affected. Reinstate learning.
2. Provisions in the Lawrence et al (no date) management plan were only partially reflected in
the legal documents relating to the SSMR and LAMA. As Hoggarth (2002) points out, these
and other administrative-legal deficiencies need to be addressed for the SSMR/LAMA to
become fully and consistently operational. There is inadequate evaluation to assist learning.
3. The objections to the Hoggarth (2002) draft management plan appear to be superficial and
easily addressed, yet this valuable report has been shelved for eight years. Although the
onus is on the LAMA, neither it nor the Fisheries Division appear to have undertaken an
objective review of the draft as a learning exercise from which to craft an acceptable plan.
4. Over the years there seems to have been no attention to succession planning in the LAMA.
This is despite learning that the current leadership arrangement was problematic and, even
if it was not, it would be an unreasonable burden to carry the responsibility indefinitely.
The outcome is the current situation where there are few viable alternatives to the leaders.
5. Under the Fisheries Act, ultimate responsibility for the LAMA’s functioning rests with the
minister responsible for fisheries, and typically this burden is shared by the Chief Fisheries
Officer. Yet neither has stepped in authoritatively to address the problems of the LAMA,
perhaps because the impacts on the SSMR have been cushioned. The persistence of the
problems is eroding the social capital that strongly supported the institution early on.
6. Despite the erosion of social capital through conflict and leadership issues, sufficient of it
remains for most interested parties to want to rebuild the LAMA rather than see it become
defunct. In particular, they have learned that community-based management has practical
advantages over centralised state management if the former is effective. However, they
have not learned from careful analysis of past experience how best to rebuild the LAMA.
7. Because community member organisation expectations and their free-ridership was not
managed in the early stages of the LAMA, there has been a tendency for these members to
withdraw participation entirely rather than seek or be assigned to an appropriate role. A lot
that could have been learnt about organisation dynamics seems to have been ignored.
8. Those who advocate a change in the LAMA leadership most often recommend a larger role
for the Dominica Watersports Association, its individual members or its agents. They have
learnt that the vested interests and management capacity of the DWA can be assets, but
they appear not to have learnt the need to ensure a balance of power and authority that
avoids making a particular stakeholder group into an elite with inequitable consequences.
9. The SSMR was reported by all to be much better managed when it had a salaried manager
from 2003 to 2006. This could be due to a number of factors ranging from qualifications and
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skills to full-time availability to the professional ethics of performing well for payment. It
does not appear that the importance of having a salaried full-time manager has been learnt.
10. Although the fisheries authority and government are supportive of fisherfolk organising, the
pace needs to be carefully accelerated in the SSMR area if the fishers especially are to build
capacity and to gain voice for themselves rather than be spoken for by others. A fisheries
extensionist should work full-time alongside the SSMR manager to assist with organising.

5 RECOMMENDATIONS
Although the recommendations are derived from the outcomes and
learning there is not an entirely direct correspondence point for
point. Hence these are presented as a separate list, and at the level of
broad statements rather than objectives or tasks that can be used
directly for implementation. The main reason for this is that it would
be a serious mistake for any research recommendations to be
implemented without further investigation of key issues and
considerable dialogue amongst the stakeholders of the SSMR and
LAMA. These steps are needed to facilitate self-organisation and to build adaptive capacity. They do
not all have to take a long time if a participatory, learning-by-doing approach is adopted for social
learning and innovation. Consider the following recommendations. Each attempts to be integrative
in combining various aspects of local area management. They are in no particular order, but are
numbered for ease of reference during validation discussions.
1. Conduct a more thorough institutional analysis to provide better information for decisions,
including monitoring and evaluation to facilitate social learning and adaptive management
2. Review the Lawrence et al (1994) and Hoggarth (2002) management plans in the light of
current best practices to develop an acceptable management plan as the foremost priority
3. Introduce regular measurement of MPA management effectiveness such as from the “How is
your MPA doing?” guidebook or similar, along with incentives to sustain the measurement
4. Find short-term funds for immediately hiring a full-time manager for the SSMR to solve the
current operational problems and assist in guiding the process of management planning
5. Develop, along with the management plan, a sustainable financing plan with a view to
sustaining the salary and benefits of the manager, wardens and other essential staff
6. Obtain a legal-administrative review of SSMR/LAMA legislation, bye-laws and procedures to
fix any inconsistencies and ensure all is put in place to support the new management plan
7. Re-structure the LAMA to have a small executive board of core stakeholders surrounded by
a broader stakeholder advisory group, both of which have clear terms of reference
8. Develop a communications strategy and plan for the LAMA after doing communication
needs and capacity assessments to determine what is needed and the capacity to deliver it
9. Network the LAMA closely with community and business development agencies that can
assist in meeting the needs of the residents without overburdening the LAMA with demands
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10. Establish a SSMR Foundation or something similar as a means of growing revenue not to be
immediately spent and channelling any excess funds into community development activities
11. Initiate orientation and career development training for LAMA members and SSMR staff
respectively in order to increase their capacities and keep a record for future requirements
12. Create closer linkages between the SSMR and other MPAs in the Caribbean in order to build
networked capacity and information exchange that could reduce the management burden
13. Align the SSMR vision, mission and objectives more with the Medium-Term Growth and
Social Protection Strategy that seeks to optimise synergies between fishing and tourism

6 VALIDATION
LAMP research findings were presented at an afternoon validation workshop held at the Fisheries
Division on 19 July 2010. Additionally site visits to Pointe Michel, Soufriere and Scotts Head were
made from 20-21 July to obtain feedback from those persons who did not participate in the
validation workshop. The workshop was organised by Lyn-Marie Deane, MarGov Communications
Officer, with valuable on-site assistance from Helen Hector, LAMA secretary and Norman Norris,
Fisheries Officer. Workshop participants comprised mainly key informants who had been
interviewed during the inception site visit (in March) and other stakeholders. They included
members of the SSMR LAMA, officers from the Fisheries and Forestry Divisions, dive and tour
operators, fishers, village council and cooperative representatives, restaurant and guesthouse
owners (appendix 12).
For this validation visit, CERMES partnered with the Caribbean Natural Resources Institute
(CANARI) and Panos Caribbean for perspectives on institutional analysis and communication.
Nicole Leotaud, Executive Director, CANARI, Trinidad and Tobago and Indi Mclymont-Lafayette,
Regional Director Media and Environment, Panos Caribbean, Jamaica participated in the validation.
In addition two Grenada participants joined the visiting LAMP team - Roland Baldeo, MPA
Coordinator, Fisheries Division, and Margaret Weise, Woburn/Clarke's Court Bay (WCCB) MPA
Steering Committee. Baldeo was invited to learn from the Dominica experiences and was interested
in SMMA stakeholder views in terms of setting up the MPAs in Grenada. Weise was particularly
interested in the Dominica story and its possible applicability to the soon-to-be-launched WCCB
MPA.
Patrick McConney who facilitated the workshop explained that the validation session was meant to
be informal and highly interactive in which key bio-physical, socio-economic and governance
findings as well as recommendations from the LAMP research would be discussed individually. The
idea behind the research and validation would be to understand the LAMA better as an institution
of management for the area and to learn from the SSMR experiences and apply them to the Grenada
situation. The draft executive summary of the LAMP report was circulated to all participants prior
to the validation meeting. It was further emphasized that participant input was needed for their
views to be captured in final project reports. By means of a slide show (appendix 13)McConney
reminded participants about LAMP (funded by TNC and USAID) and the LAMP study sites – SSMR in
47

Dominica and Sandy Island Oyster Bed (SIOB), Molinere/Beausejour (MB) and Woburn/Clarke’s
Court Bay (WCCB) MPAs in Grenada. Participants were informed that SIOB and MB were to be
launched soon, on 31 July and 5 September, respectively, while WCCB was in the process of being
setting up and would resemble more closely the situation of local management present at the SSMR.
This explained the high interest of the Grenada participants.
The background to the LAMP methodology which involved SSMR and LAMA document review;
informal interviews; observations; interpretation of the information and validation was provided.
The meaning of local area management and the structural hierarchy of the SMMR LAMA was
explained and described. With respect to key learning and recommendations, McConney indicated
he would highlight these and ask for discussion amongst the group on these points. The comments
and discussion arising from the discussion are captured in Tables 1-4.
Table 1 Key bio-physical/ecological learning and comments from validation workshop
Biophysical/ecological key learning
1.

The SSMR is in reasonably good
ecological condition, but subject to
threats from both human and other
impacts, and combinations of
these, ranging from irresponsible
fishing to tourism-related practices
to watershed management to
climate change and more. The
absence of a rigorous regime for
monitoring and evaluation will
constrain learning.

Comments received at validation workshop
•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Although the SSMR is in fairly good ecological health, there
are issues related to fisheries in terms of people operating in
areas they should not. With respect to watersports activities,
damage has occurred due to more than one boat attaching to
moorings. Land-based pollution is due to landslides. The
marine environment used for garbage disposal.
It is not correct to say that there is no monitoring. A dive
team from the Fisheries Division conducts periodic checks
on one or two reef systems. SSMR wardens also conduct
periodic checks but these are not recorded. The Watersports
Association is guardian of what is happening in SSMR.
Where the SSMR has broken down in terms of monitoring is
the LAMA structure. The Science and Research Committee
has not functioned. Greater involvement of stakeholders is
required.
Research was done that highlighted bad tourism practices.
There is still a lot of damage by anchor dropping and from
boats largely associated with tourism. While the dive sites
are seemingly not saturated to capacity there is uncertainty
among the dive operators
Through the divers the Fisheries Division has attempted to
determine the impact on reefs but it has been a big challenge
to document information such as carrying capacity, most
dived reefs etc. People must be made aware of the value of
documenting this information on human impact on the
environment
Watershed issues (pollution), monitoring the watershed and
its impact on the SSMR (dumping by people, tropical storms
and associated of runoff) should be a recommendation.
Recent survey done on impact of quarries on marine
environment (2008 USAID project on west coast of
Dominica) suggests harmful impacts
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Biophysical/ecological key learning
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

The ecological monitoring
undertaken is partly project-driven
and dive operator inspired. The
usefulness of such monitoring is
appreciated, but its value in MPA
decision-making has not been well
tested to learn from what
information is the minimum
required for decisions.
The SSMR watershed and any
watershed-scale impacts have not
been defined and identified
respectively, in keeping with MPA
best practices, partly perhaps
because the SSMR has a mainly
marine set of boundaries. The
Fisheries Division is aware of the
potential problem
The Scientific and Research
Committee has not functioned to
allow the LAMA to learn from the
scientific activities undertaken in
the SSMR. This is a major gap in
institutional memory.
The Education Committee, which
has focused mainly on
conservation, is the most
consistent and active part of the
LAMA through the organisation of
SSMR Day in association with
many supporters. Learning how to
communicate with young people
has been a major triumph.
Although conservation objectives
and practices may be well
communicated to youth on SSMR
Day, they seem less well
communicated to area residents
and resource users. The LAMA and
fisheries authority have not learnt
how to fully engage these groups in
dialogue.
Despite evidence that people in the
settlements may not be as well
informed as desirable, there is also
evidence of pride in community
that includes attention to waste
management and reflects a
conservation ethic (at least
terrestrially) that can be built

Comments received at validation workshop

•

Agree. Monitoring occurred when there were projects.
Fisheries Division and dive operators worked closely
together.

•

Terrestrial boundary in law is the road. but it does not
include the watershed. However, the terrestrial boundary of
the watershed need not form part of law, it could simply be
included in monitoring

•

A lot of research work has been conducted. A lot of reef
monitoring has occurred but it has not been documented
properly. Do not know where to find it.
• About three years ago two wardens were trained to monitor
the health of reefs. The information is on a website. It is just
a matter of documentation.
No comments

No comments

•

Correct. In the area there is a fairly high level of
consciousness. Fisheries Division had dedicated education
programs. US-funded ENCORE project sought to develop
toilet facilities, health and sanitary practices in the
community and was the turning point in trying to change the
mindset of people. Tremendous work has been done in
terms of education but there is a gap beginning to grow
among the youth.
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Biophysical/ecological key learning
upon.

Comments received at validation workshop
•

•

8.

9.

Maintenance of the MPA,
operations ranging from mooring
buoys to monitoring, control and
surveillance (MCS), has been
inconsistent and partly dependent
on the management arrangement.
Key actors should have learnt that
MPA maintenance is critical to
success.
Although the bulk of fishing effort
has moved offshore, there remain
pockets of illegal inshore fishing
(spear guns, fish traps, etc.) that
may cause conflicts with tourism to
escalate and the benefits of fish
habitat protection to diminish
unless curbed immediately. The
LAMA and fisheries authority have
not yet learnt how to deal
effectively with the fishers.

10. Tourism-related users think that

•

•

Must disagree to some extent. High degree of ignorance and
illiteracy in Soufriere. There is a significant amount of
dumping (e.g. just before Dive Fest there was a lot of
indiscriminate dumping). Although the Fisheries Division
has done all that can be done, it is not working. Prior to and
since 1983 Andrew Magloire and Nigel Lawrence would
hold meetings under the trees but fishermen refused to
adhere to marine resource regulations. “The people we are
trying to educate do not want to be educated.”
The Fisheries Division must be commended for the work it
has done. The people you are trying to reach, you cannot
reach them. The ENCORE project proposed to build toilets
along the stream but the people refused to corporate. Areas
along the stream look like a garbage dump when it rains and
the dam is opened, it is shameful to see what comes down.
LAMA has no control over these things. The people who
have the control (village council) are not doing anything
about it. The people we have been trying to reach and
educate for over 20 years, we are not getting through to. Our
problem is that the policy framework under which the LAMA
should operate does not filter through to the people. The
Fisheries Division has certain ideas on policy of the marine
reserve, control of boundaries, and certain practices that
should be outlawed in the SMMR but the LAMA has come up
against people and village councils who work directly
opposed to the Fisheries Division. LAMA is destined to fail if
there is not a radical shift in the mindset of the communities
in which it is based.
Dominica has the capability, capacity and experience to
install environmentally-friendly moorings. All the work can
be done here. Partly dependent on the management
arrangement.

Fishermen would say this but it is the other way around. The
fishermen do not want to hear and talk. They have not
moved very far from what they are accustomed to. They are
not shifting from their mind-set.

No comments
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Biophysical/ecological key learning

Comments received at validation workshop

there is scope for sustaining
increased visitation, and hence
presumably higher visitor impacts,
but there have been no studies on
the limits of acceptable change
(formerly regarded as ‘carrying
capacity’) to support this
impression

Table 2 Key socio-economic/livelihood learning and comments from validation workshop

Socio-economic/livelihood key
learning
1. Livelihood strategies appear to be
quite dynamic in the area, but
largely undocumented, due to a
variety of factors operating on
different levels and scales.
Examples are fishers moving
offshore, commuting to work in the
urban core, women leaving fishing
for other work. More information
on livelihoods and occupational
mobility would inform SSMR
management.
2. The original MPA focus on
livelihoods may have gone off track
since this does not now appear to
be a priority with the LAMA
leadership, although it has not
been ignored. Not having
measurable objectives and a
system of evaluating management
effectiveness constrains learning in
this area that is less easily
monitored unobtrusively than
ecology.
3. The fishers remain a fairly
disorganised group. Except for a
few leaders, the majority of fishers
appear not to have learned enough
about the benefits of collective
action to play active roles in the
cooperative and ensure its success.
This is despite knowledge of fairly
successful fishing cooperatives
operating in other parts of
Dominica that could be models.

Comments received at validation workshop
•

•

•

Management based on conservation of resources and
sustainable livelihoods of fisherfolk. Livelihoods were very
important and the Fisheries Division started looking at user
conflicts due to the number of people in the SSMR marine
space with different activities
Livelihoods is the driving force of the SSMR. Businesses in
the area will not survive if management is not focused on
livelihoods.

The fact that there seems to be a shift in focus was taken into
consideration in recent developments such as the locker
room facilities, which considered not only fishers but other
people such as vendors. Restaurants and shops were
encouraged to upgrade. The original focus of the LAMA was
fishers and dive operators but it was also recognised that
other livelihoods would develop. There has been a slight
shift but it is not outside of box of LAMA.

No comments
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4.

Yachting is a major issue that has
not be fully discussed among the
parties. Residents have repeatedly
indicated their interest in having
yachts visit the SSMR for incomegenerating opportunities. The
LAMA leaders and fisheries
authority seem less in favour due
to the increased threat to the area’s
natural resources if mooring is not
managed and anchoring resumes
(although the original conflict with
beach seining is not as relevant
now). More needs to be learnt
about the trade-offs and means for
managing mooring while charging
self-financing user fees for the
exclusive privilege and promoting
livelihood opportunities.

•

•
•

•

5.

6.

Various initiatives (e.g. the ecotourism project) have left LAMA
and other leaders with the
impression that entrepreneurship
is lacking in the SSMR area. There
is inadequate capacity for taking
advantage of livelihood
opportunities because assets
(especially social, human and
financial) are meagre. However,
there are dissenting views that
indicate structural and
institutional barriers are the
problem. More needs to be learnt
about entrepreneurship.
Despite official statistics pointing
to high levels of poverty in the
parishes that include the SSMR,
poverty was never raised as an
issue by respondents. Gaps in the
understanding and perceptions of
poverty may have to be bridged
among various actors and agencies
since it is one of the major factors
in national and district investment
and capacity-building efforts.

The natural environment should be protected because it is a
good thing to do. Some things will generate income on a
short-term basis but others will generate problems. What
are effects of large numbers of yachts on the area?
There has been resistance to yachts by fishers because they
feel only yachts will benefit. Benefits should accrue to both
fishers and yachts (equity).
The yacht issue is a significant one. Prior to establishment of
the SMMR, yachts were a major impediment to fishing
operations in the area. Consideration was given to the
structure of Soufriere Scotts Head Bay –moorings were
installed then this would lead to exclusion of the fishermen
[Two types of fishing – beach seine and net fishing which
would be affected by moorings; lines and pots – moorings
will not affect this]. The decision was taken to exclude yacht
mooring in the bay to protect the fishermen. If the fishing
activity is no longer a critical component of livelihoods in
the area then consideration may be given to encourage
yachts in the area.
It has not been demonstrated that there is or would be
significant benefits from yachts in area

•

People tend to become more dependent than independent.
There is a handout mentality – big problem in Dominica.
People do not want to contribute to the SSMR, they come to
see what they can get out of it.

•

Poverty does not seem to be an issue; education is the issue.
Fishermen and fish mongers have an impact but they don’t
want to listen
Three communities in Dominica are deemed to be the
poorest - Scotts Head was one
Traditionally in Dominica fish communities have been
dubbed the poorest communities but this does not mean it is
so.

•
•
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7.

Although some entrepreneurs have
combined coastal community
culture with culinary initiatives,
entertainment and visitor appeal,
there seems to be scope for more
of this. On the other hand there
seems to be strong, and
understandable, resistance to
converting the area into tourist
attractions to make money. People
are learning how to strike a
balance.

•

Nothing there for ordinary fisherman. There is the new
LAMA building but no knowledge on how things are
operating.

Table 3 Key governance/institutional key learning and comments from validation workshop

1.

2.

3.

Governance/institutional key
learning
The institutional designs of the
SSMR and LAMA were forwardthinking and went through an
extensive consultation and
informal phase that facilitated
learning. However, learning and
adapting was not carried through
to the implementation phase,
resulting in current problems with
the LAMA, although the SSMR is
not as badly affected. Reinstate
learning.
Provisions in the Lawrence et al
(no date) management plan were
only partially reflected in the legal
documents relating to the SSMR
and LAMA. As Hoggarth (2002)
points out, these and other
administrative-legal deficiencies
need to be addressed for the
SSMR/LAMA to become fully and
consistently operational. There is
inadequate evaluation to assist
learning.
The objections to the Hoggarth
(2002) draft management plan
appear to be superficial and easily
addressed, yet this valuable report
has been shelved for eight years.
Although the onus is on the LAMA,
neither it nor the Fisheries Division

Comments received at validation workshop
•
•

Some of our fishermen think that the LAMA/SSMR is a
Moise-Magloire operation so these stakeholders need to be
educated as to the composition of the.
Based on the LAMP inception workshop in March 2010 it
was apparent that there was discord in the Executive.

No applicable comments

•

•

In terms of the Hoggarth (2002) plan only a few people were
familiar with the report. The plan was not widely circulated.
This may be the reason why it has not been reviewed by
those in attendance. The plan was not very accurate.
The Fisheries Division conducted extensive research to
develop the SSMR yet a foreign consultant was brought in.
Certain information from the Fisheries Division research
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Governance/institutional key
learning
appear to have undertaken an
objective review of the draft as a
learning exercise from which to
craft an acceptable plan.

4.

5.

6.

Over the years there seems to have
been no attention to succession
planning in the LAMA. This is
despite learning that the current
leadership arrangement was
problematic and, even if it was not,
it would be an unreasonable
burden to carry the responsibility
indefinitely. The outcome is the
current situation where there are
few viable alternatives to the
leaders.
Under the Fisheries Act, ultimate
responsibility for the LAMA’s
functioning rests with the minister
responsible for fisheries, and
typically this burden is shared by
the Chief Fisheries Officer. Yet
neither has stepped in
authoritatively to address the
problems of the LAMA, perhaps
because the impacts on the SSMR
have been cushioned. The
persistence of the problems is
eroding the social capital that
strongly supported the institution
early on.

Despite the erosion of social capital
through conflict and leadership
issues, sufficient of it remains for

Comments received at validation workshop
was taken and used to develop the Hoggarth plan. It was
controversial.
• The Hoggarth management plan was a complex and
complicated plan. The SSMR LAMA had neither the human
nor financial resources to implement the plan. The plan did
not seem to fit into the community and the SSMR. We need a
simpler plan that everybody can understand.
• Similar ongoing discussion with Roland Baldeo and the
Sandy Island Oyster Bed (SIOB) MPA in Carriacou.
No comments.

•

This key learning and the sixth are at the heart of the things
necessary to be taken into to consideration if LAMA and the
SSMR are to function. Significant autonomy was given to the
local authority to manage the area. The Fisheries Division
sits on the committee as an ex officio. The Fisheries Division
has sought not to dictate and impose structure because comanagement is an evolving system. We have faced a lack of
capacity of persons in the area to perform the functions.
There has always been a small core group that persons are
dependent on to get things done. The lack of recognition of
roles and responsibilities of players has been significant.
People need to recognize where they stand in the
framework, the role they play and how they can contribute
to the framework.
• For many years LAMA has not had a meeting. We have a core
and sometimes they invite a few of us to meetings. Some
people walk out when they do not like what is going on. If
LAMA was keeping meetings on a regular basis, things
would be better. We have to change things around.
• When was the last LAMA meeting? The problems with the
LAMA are politics. The council, dive shops, tourists,
community groups, even the scout group are an integral part
of the LAMA but they all started to they were not getting
money from the LAMA. Politics is involved. Why do the
wardens call me for everything? Why are the wardens not
here today? Politics and ignorance are killing the LAMA.
No comments.
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Governance/institutional key
learning
most interested parties to want to
rebuild the LAMA rather than see it
become defunct. In particular, they
have learned that communitybased management has practical
advantages over centralised state
management if the former is
effective. However, they have not
learned from careful analysis of
past experience how best to
rebuild the LAMA.
7. Because community member
organisation expectations and their
free-ridership was not managed in
the early stages of the LAMA, there
has been a tendency for these
members to withdraw
participation entirely rather than
seek or be assigned to an
appropriate role. A lot that could
have been learnt about
organisation dynamics seems to
have been ignored.
8. Those who advocate a change in
the LAMA leadership most often
recommend a larger role for the
Dominica Watersports Association,
its individual members or its
agents. They have learnt that the
vested interests and management
capacity of the DWA can be assets,
but they appear not to have learnt
the need to ensure a balance of
power and authority that avoids
making a particular stakeholder
group into an elite with inequitable
consequences.
9. The SSMR was reported by all to be
much better managed when it had
a salaried manager from 2003 to
2006. This could be due to a
number of factors ranging from
qualifications and skills to full-time
availability to the professional
ethics of performing well for
payment. It does not appear that
the importance of having a salaried
full-time manager has been learnt.
10. Although the fisheries authority
and government are supportive of

Comments received at validation workshop

No comments.

•
•

I have been a member of DWA and have never understood
structure of LAMA. I have never seen a financial statement,
but also never asked for one.
If an organisation has a formal way to present information
through meetings etc and these are not being held then
people assume the statements of finance should be
presented individually to them.

No comments.

No comments.
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Governance/institutional key
learning
fisherfolk organising, the pace
needs to be carefully accelerated in
the SSMR area if the fishers
especially are to build capacity and
to gain voice for themselves rather
than be spoken for by others. A
fisheries extensionist should work
full-time alongside the SSMR
manager to assist with organising.

Comments received at validation workshop

Table 4 LAMP research recommendations and comments made at the validation workshop
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Recommendations
Conduct a more thorough institutional analysis
to provide better information for decisions,
including monitoring and evaluation to facilitate
social learning and adaptive management.
Review the Lawrence et al (1994) and Hoggarth
(2002) management plans in the light of current
best practices to develop an acceptable
management plan as the foremost priority
Introduce regular measurement of MPA
management effectiveness such as from the
“How is your MPA doing?” guidebook or similar,
along with incentives to sustain the
measurement
Find short-term funds for immediately hiring a
full-time manager for the SSMR to solve the
current operational problems and assist in
guiding the process of management planning
Develop, along with the management plan, a
sustainable financing plan with a view to
sustaining the salary and benefits of the
manager, wardens and other essential staff
Obtain a legal-administrative review of
SSMR/LAMA legislation, by-laws and procedures
to fix any inconsistencies and ensure all is put in
place to support the new management plan
Re-structure the LAMA to have a small executive
board of core stakeholders surrounded by a
broader stakeholder advisory group, both of
which have clear terms of reference
Develop a communications strategy and plan for
the LAMA after doing communication needs and
capacity assessments to determine what is
needed and the capacity to deliver it
Network the LAMA closely with community and
business development agencies that can assist in
meeting the needs of the residents without

•

•

•

•

•
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Comments
Before adopting these recommendations it is
important to determine what happened along
the way. We had something good going. Review
what we had been doing and what went wrong.
Dr. Poon wanted to reorganize the LAMA but this
was never achieved. So where can we go to now?
To this comment McConney stated that this is
what the recommendation thorough institutional
analysis is intended to do.

For the short-term call a LAMA meeting for all
stakeholders to reorganise a LAMA Board and
put the head warden in a supervisory position.
Next, move to a plan of action for the future of
the SSMR. It is urgent that this happens soon.
[This point was agreed to by most participants]
McConney stated that organising the LAMA
meeting was a point for immediate action

Agreement with recommendation 9.

Recommendations
overburdening the LAMA with demands

10. Establish a SSMR Foundation or something
similar as a means of growing revenue not to be
immediately spent and channelling any excess
funds into community development activities
11. Initiate orientation and career development
training for LAMA members and SSMR staff
respectively in order to increase their capacities
and keep a record for future requirements
12. Create closer linkages between the SSMR and
other MPAs in the Caribbean in order to build
networked capacity and information exchange
that could reduce the management burden
13. Align the SSMR vision, mission and objectives
more with the Medium-Term Growth and Social
Protection Strategy that seeks to optimise
synergies between fishing and tourism

Comments

•
•
•

The former Chairman of the LAMA went to St.
Lucia
The Fisheries Division took a group of persons to
visit the SMMA, St. Lucia.
The French were active in providing support to
the LAMA and SSMR. Persons had the
opportunity to visit the SMMA. It was a good
exercise. We operate on two diff levels. In the
case of the SMMA, it is bigger; the fishermen are
easier to deal with; the zoning is clear cut; and
there is not a lot of friction. It looks like the
model we would like to emulate at the SSMR.

In general, lively discussion was generated during presentation of the key findings. For the most
part, the comments made compared favourably with the key findings with only a few exceptions.
For example, on the point of the absence of a rigorous regime for monitoring (biophysical or
ecological key learning), one participant raised an objection to this stating that in fact periodic
checks on reef systems in the SMMR were made by the Fisheries Division. Key learning that raised a
good deal of discussion and people felt strongly about included the ecological condition of the
SMMR; the conflicting views on the socio-economic impact of yachting; the Hoggarth (2002)
management plan and the responsibility for LAMA’s functioning. The number of key learnings that
generated no comments from the validation participants indicated agreement according to the
rules of intervention, but in reality could also mean lack of knowledge pertaining to the key finding.

7 FOLLOW - UP
While discussing the recommendations coming out of the institutional analysis, a core group of
participants thought it critical to hold a meeting to forge the way forward and to reorganise the
LAMA board. This was viewed by the LAMP team to be a major success of the validation workshop.
The idea was to form a small and vibrant steering committee outside of the LAMA structure that
could move quickly to put some of the recommendations into practice and decide on further action.
The workshop participants decided on the leaders of the group and a process for moving forward.
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The LAMP team learned through Helen Hector, LAMA secretary, that the meeting was indeed held
on 28 July at the LAMA building with 10 persons in attendance. Absent were the SSMR manager,
Nigel Lawrence, Dr. Vivian Moise, LAMA Chairman, and Andrew Magloire, CFO. The main objective
of the meeting was to empower the working group to move the LAMA forward with agenda items
including short term goals for the LAMA, development of a terms of reference and definition of
tasks of the working group.
The LAMP team was told that due to the absence of a copy of the draft constitution of the LAMA as
well as key LAMA persons, the meeting Chair did not feel comfortable proceeding with the setting
up of the working group. In addition, meeting participants did not seem to be in favour of the
establishment of such a working group, suggesting that it might serve to alienate other
stakeholders from the LAMA. No significant outcomes were therefore made at the meeting.
Subsequent to this, there have been no further meetings of the group or the LAMA and “things are
pretty much the same.” It appears that the stakeholders in abandoning the idea of the steering
committee have found themselves stuck in the same place as before with no way out since the
LAMA is not functioning.
In another arrangement for LAMP follow-up, on 12 August, SSMR LAMA, Vivian Titre, Chief Warden
of the SSMR and William Lawrence dive shop operator and member of the DWA, travelled to
Carriacou, Grenada to participate in the LAMP Termination Workshop as part of an exchange visit
between the two LAMP study sites (see Grenada LAMP report). Titre and Lawrence were among
participants representing all three management boards of the three Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
in Grenada. Following a presentation about the research findings in Dominica a discussion was held
on how some of the lessons learned there could be applied to the SIOBMPA, Molinere/Beausejour
MPA and Woburn/Clarke’s Court Bay MPA (soon to be implemented). Lawrence and Titre were
also numbered among those who partook in a sea tour of the SIOBMPA and were particularly
moved by the natural beauty of the MPA, and especially the mangrove areas. On their return there
was no demand for sharing their experiences and they reported that while the visit was personally
beneficial, the absence of a functioning governance structure constrained their influence.
Other feedback received from different quarters concerned the content of the draft report. Some
persons were reported to have felt that the report contained inaccuracies and others were put off
by the negative light in which the LAMA leaders were portrayed. These persons were invited to
provide comments on the draft report to address these matters but never did. The LAMP team was
told that because of the perceived offences, further collaboration with stakeholders was unlikely. In
all of this, however, there appears to be no clear leadership emerging for re-establishing the LAMA.
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9 APPENDICES
9.1 LAMP ANNOUNCEMENT
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9.2 PRE-WORKSHOP PRESS RELEASE
The Soufriere/Scott’s Head Marine Reserve (SSMR) holds the distinction of being one of only two
legislated locally managed marine areas in the entire Eastern Caribbean, and now a US-funded
research project is being conducted on this unique area to investigate what lessons learned from
this decade old arrangement can be applied to the wider Caribbean and perhaps even the world.
The Centre for Resource Management and Environmental Studies (CERMES) of the University of the
West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, in collaboration with The Nature Conservancy – a leading US
conservation organisation – has embarked on a 9-month project that will use the successes and
failures of the SSMR as a practical guide to advancing the good governance of coastal and marine
resources in the Eastern Caribbean and beyond.
As such, the first official Dominica activity for this Local Area Management Project (LAMP) will be
the staging of an inception workshop by CERMES and the Dominica Fisheries Division on Tuesday,
March 9 from 9 a.m. The workshop at the Caribantic multipurpose facility in Scotts Head will draw
together key persons who were or still are involved in the management of the marine reserve.
LAMP’s principal investigator Dr Patrick McConney said the SSMR was interesting for what it could
reveal that could pave the way for other such local area management exercises, such as: what
prompts collaboration or conflict among diverse stakeholders; how the living and working
conditions of those people who depend on the SSMR could be sustained and still be compatible with
marine conservation objectives; how the diversity of living organisms could be conserved to meet
agreed upon protected area objectives; and how governance could be adapted in turn to meet the
objectives for the survival of the people,fish, reefs and coastal ecosystems in the area.
Following the workshop, fieldwork and communication exercises in Dominica, the application of
lessons to Grenada will be the second phase of the project. The findings of the LAMP will ultimately
be used to advance the work being carried out by TNC’s Marine and Coastal Biodiversity Threat
Abatement in the Eastern Caribbean Project, which is being funded through a grant from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID). The TNC’s primary strategy is to help
countries meet and then exceed their commitments to the Program of Work for Protected Areas
(PoWPA) under the Convention for Biological Diversity (CBD) that will result in an effectively
managed network of marine protected areas.
About 4% of the Eastern Caribbean’s marine shelf is under some form of protection. However, less
than 20% of these areas are judged to be effectively managed. TNC has stated that in order to
improve the management of marine biodiversity resources, there must be improved capacity for
managing the marine environment in zones of use; policies and regulations that support
management of marine biodiversity; economic development, benefit sharing, involvement of users
in biodiversity management; and educational outreach to involve the public, business interests and
policy decision makers. LAMP contributes to these initiatives.
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9.3 WORKSHOP AGENDA
JOINT CERMES/OAS WORKSHOP ON THE SSMR:
LOCAL AREA MANAGEMENT PROJECT (LAMP) DOMINICA WORKSHOP
AND OAS REEFFIX, 9 MARCH 2010, SCOTT’S HEAD, DOMINICA

9:00 AM
9:10 AM
9:20 AM
9:45 AM
10:00 AM
12:00 PM

Welcome and introductions
Opening address
LAM Project overview
Break
Project details discussion
Lunch

LAMA representative
Chief Fisheries Officer
CERMES representative
Research team and participants

REEFFIX

13:00 PM
13:10 PM
14:00 PM
14:45 PM
15:30 PM
5:45 PM
16:30 PM

Opening remarks
Reef Fix overview
Reef Fix presentation
Discussion
Break
Local activities and open forum
Close

This communication was made possible by the generous support of the American people through the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) under the terms of its Cooperative Agreement Number 538-A-00-09-00100-00 (BIODIVERSITY THREAT ABATEMENT Program) implemented
by prime recipient The Nature Conservancy and its partner the UWI Centre for Resource Management and Environmental Studies. The contents and
opinions expressed herein are the responsibility of the BIODIVERSITY THREAT ABATEMENT PROGRAM and do not necessarily reflect the views of USAID.
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9.4 OVERVIEW PRESENTATION
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9.5 STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION AND PARTICIPANTS
The table below lists the project team, the people identified from various sources as LAMA
stakeholders, participants in the inception workshop (wks) and interview respondents (int).
Several of the people with whom there was no interaction had moved out of the area or country
Lastname
Adams
Adams
Armor
Barnard
Bellot
Boyer
Carrette
Charles
Destouche

Firstname
Hevelyn
Hidges
Andrew
Amy
Ishim
Melvina
Samuel
Francis
Adelena

Frampton
Frederick
Gachette
Gervier
Guiste
Hector
Jeanton
Johnson
Jules
Lawrence
Lawrence
Madisetti
Magloire
Martin
Moise
Moise
Norris
Obonyo
Olivacce
Peltier
Perryman
Philbert
Robin
Serrant

Ferdinand
(Inspector)
?
Hamlet
Harold
Helen
Eugenia
Clement
Weefy
Nigel
Billy
Arun
Andrew
Sam
Vivian
Karen
Norman
Olu
Clarence
Joey
Dereck
Algernon
John
Kerr

Affiliation
Dominica Fisheries (Data Collector)
Soufriere-Scott's Head-Galion Village Council
Dive Dominica
LAMA, Petit Coulibri Resorts (sold out, not now LAMA)
Fisherman
Pointe Michel businesswoman
P.S. for Fisheries
Dominica Watersports Association (DWA)
LAMA, S/SH Village Council, Improvement Committee,
Caribantic building
LAMA, Pointe Michel Village Council
LAMA, Police Force Marine Unit (Coast Guard)
LAMA, Scotts Head Hotel and Restaurant (closed 2009)
Scotts Head Fishermen Cooperative
Fisheries Division, pre-SSMR/LAMA project
LAMA secretary (current), teacher
Scott's Head
Irie Safari, Champagne Reef, businessman
Nature Island Dive
SSMR manager since 2006, 1998-2003, early Fish Div
LAMA, Dominica Watersports Association (DWA)
LAMA, SSMR manager and accounts 2003-2006
Fisheries Division, Chief, early SSMR management plan
Parliamentary Representative
LAMA Chair 1998-present, Nature Island Dive, DWA
Nature Island Dive
Liaison Officer (Fisheries Division)
St. Mark's Fisheries and Tourism Co-operative (sec)
Scotts Head Fisheries Co-operative Society
LAMA, Pointe Michel Fisheries Group, Village Council
LAMA, DWA, Anchorage Dive Centre
Fisheries Officer, early SSMR stages
Liaison Officer (Fisheries Division), early SSMR stages
Dominica Fisheries Division
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Interaction
wks, int
wks
no
no
no
int
no
no
int
int
no
no
no
wks, int
int
wks
int
int
telephone
wks
wks, int
wks, int
no
int
int
wks, int
wks
wks
no
int
wks
int
wks

Lastname
Firstname
Siemelda
Christine
Simon
Antonia
Tavernier
Cecil
Tavernier
Cleve
Theophille
Derrick
Thomas
Francois
Titre
Vivian
Walsh
Simon
Watty
Jude
Williams
Celia
Williams
Geneta
Workshop Media
Alexander
Tyrella
Francis
Khian
McPherson St. Luce
Richards
Albert
LAMP Team
Haynes
Carmel
McConney
Patrick
Pena
Maria

Affiliation
LAMA, Seabird Café (no longer exists)
LAMA, The Soufriere/Scotts Head Village Council
Chief of Boy Scouts troup
LAMA accts 1998-2003, Soufriere Fishermen’s Coop.
Dominica Fisheries Division
National Association of Fisherfolk Cooperatives
SSMR warden, Soufriere Boys Scout Troop
LAMA, Nature Island Dive, DWA
St. Mark's Fisheries and Tourism Cooperative
Village Council Representative
Ministry of Tourism (senior projects officer')

Interaction
no
no
no
wks, int
wks
wks
int
wks, int
wks, int
no
wks

Dominica Broadcasting Corporation
SAT Telecommunications (TV)
Government Information Service
Government Information Service

wks
wks
wks
wks

CERMES, UWI Cave Hill
CERMES, UWI Cave Hill
CERMES, UWI Cave Hill

----
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9.6 HISTORICAL MATRIX
The event line of the historical matrix is based on documents and supplemented by the recall of
participants during the inception workshop held in Scott’s Head. The notes text was subsequently
added by the authors to provide context and interpretation.
Event (taken from
literature,
workshop)
fish depletion
noticed;
unmanaged use by
yachts recognised
as threat; FAO
supply artificial
reefs
Ministry of
Tourism and
Fisheries Division
arrange reef dive
surveys
Fisheries Act #11
of 1987; dive
surveys done; MPA
planning starts;
first community
meetings in
Soufriere, Scotts
Head and Pointe
Michel
Fisheries Division
and the Ministry of
Tourism begin to
hold regular
meetings with
stakeholders and
community groups
that continue for 10
years
Skin Diver
magazine is
impressed by the
marine life of
Dominica; Derek
Perryman begins
developing Dive

Year

Bio-physical notes
focused on
biodiversity

Socio-economic
notes focused on
livelihoods

Governance notes
focused on
institutions

Threats to livelihoods
of beach seine fishers
and especially their
access to favoured
fishing areas, due in
part to other users of
the bay such as
visiting yachts, were
also important in the
start up phase.

Establishment of the
MPA was initiated
by concerned
citizens and public
officers rather than
the primary users of
the resources at the
time. However, the
leaders conferred
more power on
fishing than tourism
interests in
assigning priorities.
At inception there
were no institutions
suitable for local
level marine
resource
governance.

1985

Threats to coral reef
biodiversity played
an important role in
motivating the start
up of the SSMR. The
interest in ecology
1987
was reinforced by a
reasonable level of
science capacity
amongst the major
interested parties.
Information sharing
on area ecology was a
prominent feature of
the stakeholder
1988
mobilization and
public education of
children and adults.
1986

1989
1990

Dive tourism takes off
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Local dive tourism
stakeholders
become organized,
forming their own
association for joint

Event (taken from
literature,
workshop)
Dominica
DWA formed
towards end of
year; inaugural
Dive Fest
original draft preSSMR management
plan; photo
monitoring of reefs;
French Technical
Cooperation funds
the first SSMR Day;
Dive Fest becomes
annual
hurricanes Marilyn,
Luis and tropical
storm Iris hit in
close succession
rapid bio-physical
assessment of
SSMR; informal
pre-LAMA
planning; ENCORE
project meetings;
French install
moorings in
collaboration with
fishers and DWA
Kon le kon la
(weekend fish
feast) started and
continues to 2000
Fisheries
(Authorised
Officers) (SSMR)
Notice
SRO16/1998;
Fisheries
Management
(Soufriere/Scotts
Head Marine

Year

1991
1992
1993
1994

Bio-physical notes
focused on
biodiversity
Ecology of the area
gains importance to
local dive tourism
and increased public
awareness. Dive Fest
and SSMR Day both
were initiated with a
strong ecological
focus.

Socio-economic
notes focused on
livelihoods
as a major livelihood
for a few trained
people who are not
resident in the area.
Fishing (specifically
beach seining) can be
done with less
conflict, but trap
fishing remains a
problem.

Governance notes
focused on
institutions
representation. The
state-led community
mobilization for the
establishment of the
MPA continues. The
first management
plan for the SSMR is
ahead of its time in
setting out sound
institutional
arrangements for
community based
co-management.

1995

1996
Repeated impacts of
hurricanes and
tropical storms,
especially in 1995,
tested the area’s
ecological resilience.
Although damage
occurred, later
reports suggest that
1996 the reefs in the area
recovered reasonably
well. Other threats
such as coral disease
1997 and bleaching also
1998 impacted the area.
Mooring installation
helped to reduce
some human impacts.
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This was the critical
period in the legalAttention to dive
institutional
tourism opportunities
establishment of the
continued to increase.
SSMR and LAMA by
Offshore fishing began
law. The informal
to be of more interest
arrangements for
than inshore. There is
the LAMA, which
no evidence, however,
was meeting fairly
that diving displaced
regularly, became
fishing in the SSMR.
fully formalized
Some income earning
apparently without
opportunities arose
any major changes.
from the shore breaks
Stakeholders who
of visiting yachts and
had participated
from weekend fish
informally all had
festival event that
the opportunity to
attracts mainly locals.
continue on the
formal LAMA.

Event (taken from
literature,
workshop)
Reserve) Notice
SRO17/1998;
Fisheries
(Soufriere/Scotts
Head Management
Area) Notice
SRO18/1998;
Fisheries
(Soufriere/Scotts
Head Marine
Reserve) Order
SRO19/1998;
Fisheries (Soufriere
Fishing Priority
Area) Order
SRO20/1998; first
users fees collected
through
"encouraged
voluntary
contribution"
Hurricane Lenny
Fisheries (Marine
Reserve)
Regulations
SRO7/2001; LAMA
wardens start;
occasional LAMA
meetings held;
OECS/NRMU SSMR
Support Project
Hoggarth draft
Management Plan
for the SSMR (2002
- 2006); regular
LAMA meetings; 3
year EU-funded
Eco-Tourism
Development
Programme starts
mooring buoys
replaced under EU
development

Year

Bio-physical notes
focused on
biodiversity

1999
2000
2001

Biodiversity
conservation takes
centre stage as the
reserve regulations
2002 and wardens are put
in place. Capacity
building for
ecological monitoring
and enforcement is a
priority.

2003
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Socio-economic
notes focused on
livelihoods

Governance notes
focused on
institutions

The frequency of
Some residents are
LAMA meetings
upset by the exclusion appears to be
of yachts that provide decreasing and the
income opportunities. conflict within them
Projects that relate to is increasing. Having
entrepreneurship and a paid manager is
tourism-related
said to cause a big
livelihoods do not
improvement in
appear to have much
management
impact on the two
effectiveness. A new
settlements. Refusal of management plan is
village council and
drafted, but rejected
other stakeholder
more due to the way
demands for LAMA
in which it was
funds for livelihood
done, and its
and environmental
similarities to the
purposes puts a strain SSMA in St Lucia,
on relationships.
than on critical
points of content.

Event (taken from
literature,
workshop)
project 2003-2006;
SSMR has a salaried
manager
Oct is last recorded
meeting of LAMA:
decisions taken - to
assist with a jetty
for the area, create
a paved concrete
area by Melvina's
fish fry; completion
of LAMA building in
Soufriere
SSMR used as
example of 2005
coral bleaching
recovery and a
communitymanaged marine
reserve at ITMEMS
3 Cozumel meeting
hurricane Dean
hits; current nonsalaried manager
takes over duties;
proposed mooring
replacement plan;
MACC project starts
more bio-physical
monitoring surveys
hurricane Omar
hits
moorings without
maintenance;
bigger boats using
fewer moorings
more often is
problem; moorings
plan re-proposed

Year

Bio-physical notes
focused on
biodiversity

Socio-economic
notes focused on
livelihoods

Governance notes
focused on
institutions

2004
2005

2006

2007

Hurricane impacts
and coral bleaching
are ecological threats.
Worsening condition
of moorings poses a
problem for wardens
2008
and SSMR users.
2009
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LAMA effectively
ceases to function
but the wardens
Fish fry and other
continue as the
recreational events
backbone of the
are taken up by a few
SSMR. Their work
entrepreneurs. Most
performance is
residents lament the
compromised by the
exclusion of yachts
constraints of the
but do little to change
reversion to a nonthe situation. Younger
paid SSMR manager.
fishers look offshore
The unavailability of
for better fishing
the LAMA building,
income, considering
opened in 2007, for
the SSMR less relevant
community or other
for the future of
use up to 2010 is a
fishing. Community
source of discontent
based tourism
in Soufriere
businesses are few.
especially.

9.7 SWOT ANALYSIS
The SWOT analysis was generated mainly by participants during the inception workshop held in
Scott’s Head. The note text has been edited to provide context based on documents and interviews.
STRENGTHS
• Initially a lot of interest to get the LAMA
operational
• LAMA has capacity to plan its own
direction
• Capacity of LAMA to bring stakeholders
together who would not have necessarily
cooperated (e.g. dive and fishing sectors)
• LAMA is good for marine- and
community-based conservation in that
the body would be sufficiently able to
obtain funding for projects
• LAMA a good forum for information
exchange between agencies and
communities on diverse topics (e.g.
latrines for public health)
• LAMA is a means to diversifying
livelihoods through the expansion of
traditional activities or their integration
into tourism (e.g. Dominica Rural
Enterprise Project)
• It was a true community organisation and
non-political forum despite the
sometimes turbulent politics of its
constituent members
• LAMA provided a management-oriented
framework to minimise conflict and
potential conflict (e.g. between net
fishers and yachties; pot and troll fishers
with divers)

OPPORTUNITIES
• There is sustained interest in LAMA to
have a rejuvenated Board, there is no
overwhelming sense of despair or

WEAKNESSES
• Initial interest in the LAMA was not maintained
• Community conflict (between and within
communities) overcame LAMA
• Composition of village councils became
politicised, detracting from community
collaboration
• LAMA did not share resources, so communities
represented on LAMA realised insufficient
benefits to reward them for costs of
involvement
• Leadership was strong in some respects (a few
leaders wanting to get their own way), but
lacking in many others ranging from poor
leadership in member groups to able leaders
not transferring skills or establishing
succession
• Communities beame frustrated with LAMA,
leading to non-participation generally
• Lack of appreciation and realisation of the roles
of LAMA members by the LAMA members
themselves (i.e. they see LAMA as external to
themselves); limited sense of ownership
• Limited institutional memory due to
fragmented record-keeping and changes in
roles assigned to members
• Outreach to diverse stakeholders was lacking
past the initial stages
• Increased traffic (marine activities) in the area
brought opposition, divisions
• Poor information dissemination along the
communication chain within groups
represented on the LAMA; so no effective
representation
• Poor financial reporting, limited accountability
and transparency, raises suspicion of financial
mismanagement despite lack of concrete
evidence
THREATS
• Conflict of interest (due to diverse groups) may
continue to constrain progress
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

helplessness
Belief that incoming revenue can
contribute to rejuvenated programs and
activities, hence things can be fixed fairly
easily
LAMA is still working for communities by
fostering activities that deliver benefits to
the community e.g. vibrant community
tourism vehicle
Fully operational LAMA comprising
constituent communities is still possible
LAMA valued for direct employment (e.g.
wardens)
Lama valued for indirect employment
(e.g. tour guides)
Marketing arrangements planned for
fishers to provide value-added products
for sale and increased income generation
Increased/diversified tourism activities
(kayaking, hiking, etc) can increae
prosperity of the area
LAMA building can function as an
information/interpretation centre for
both communities
Re-emergence of "kon le kon la" weekend
fish fry event in Soufriere is possible
Development of "fishing as a business"
mind-set is possible

•
•
•

•
•
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Lack of focus of LAMA structure and
constituent organisations, and not functioning
as they should, cause collective problems
Lack of change agent capable of transforming
LAMA back into a thriving institution
Marginalisation of some groups in LAMA by
dominant individuals/groups holding power
(e.g. fishers feel tourism is squeezing them out;
land-based activities are not complementing
marine-based activities)
If LAMA folds completely then the conflict
between the resource users will escalate and
recovery may not be possible
Unless LAMA improves, Fisheries Division will
step back in and the management of the
building and the area will be removed from the
community, reverting to the Fisheries Division

9.8 STATISTICS FROM THE COUNTRY POVERTY ASSESSMENT

Source: Halcrow Group Limited (2003)
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9.9 SECTIONS OF THE LAMA DRAFT BYE-LAWS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Interpretation
Name and registered address and
area of operation
Area of operation and office
Aims and objectives
Powers
Membership
Termination of membership
Disciplinary action against members
Liability
Funds of the society
User fees
Entrance fee
Penalties
Fines
Loans
Investments
Banking account
Reserve fund
Disposal of surplus
Sales
Duty of the Board of Directors
Elected body

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Duties of LAMA officers
President
Vice-President
Secretary
Treasurer
Duties of the Manager
Meetings
General meeting
Quorum for annual and special
general meeting
Annual general meeting
Committees
Committee meeting
Financial year
Elections Seal
Power to enter into contract
Special regulations
Books and forms
Amendments to the bye-laws
Inquiry
Liquidation
Registration

9.10 EXTRACT FROM THE FISHERIES ACT
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9.12 VALIDATION WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
Last name
Aaron
Adams
Adams
Bellot
Boyer
Caprice-Blue
Defoe
Detouche
Dill
Hector
Jno Baptiste
Lawrence
Lewis
Madisetti
Magloire
Moise
Moise
Norris
Olivacce
Perryman
Philbert
Walsh

First name
Daryl
Hidges
Hevelyn
Ishim
Melvina
Randy
Julian
Adelina
Ken George
Helen
Bertrand
Billy
Bevin
Arun
Andrew
Vivian
Karen
Norman
Clarence
Daniel
Algernon
Simon

Affiliation
Anchorage Ltd
Soufriere-Scotts Head village council
Dominica Fisheries Division (Data collector)
Fisherman (St. Mark’s Coop)
Pointe Michel businesswoman
Scotts Head guesthouse owner
Dominica Fisheries Division
Scotts Head Improvement Committee
KHATT tours
LAMA secretary (current)
Forestry Division
LAMA, Dominica Watersports Association (DWA)
Rodney’s Wellness Retreat
LAMA, SSMR Manager and accounts 2003-2006
Chief Fisheries Officer, early SSMR management plan
LAMA Chair 1998 to present, Nature Island Dive, DWA
Nature Island Dive
Dominica Fisheries Division (Liaison Officer)
Scotts Head Fisheries Co-operative Society
Dive Dominica
Fisheries Officer, early SSMR stages
LAMA, Nature Island Dive, DWA

79

9.13 VALIDATION PRESENTATION SLIDES
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