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BACKGROUND
The facilitation team met on May 9th 2011, to begin planning for the facilitation session
and agreed to approach various government agencies for assistance and cooperation in
organizing and presenting the facilitation session for Dominica’s beekeepers.
Needs Assessment
The facilitators began their needs assessment by considering their personal knowledge of
the existing state of beekeeping in Dominica. The beekeeping sector, recognized for its
good stewardship in forest use and management, was identified as likely to benefit from
this project.
It was anticipated that the adoption of participatory methods would
empower the organizations in their mobilization and mentoring of young beekeepers as
well.
Agnes, as the Coordinator of the Small Grants Project, was familiar with two beekeeping
cooperatives, the Dominica Beekeepers’ Cooperative and the Pure Blossom Cooperative,
as both are grantees of the Project. Martha assists from time to time the Dominica
Beekeepers Cooperative and is wife of the President of one of that Cooperative. As such,
she is very familiar with the issues faced by the groups. Betty is a regular consumer of
honey and beeswax and is aware of packaging, marketing and distribution issues. The
facilitators agreed that the beekeepers could do much to strengthen the capacity and
performance of their organizations and, as a consequence, improve the livelihoods of
their members.
On May 19th, a meeting was held at the Co-operative Division Office between the
facilitators and the Executives of the Dominica Beekeepers Co-operative Society Ltd.
(DBCS) and the Pure Blossom Co-operative Society, Ltd. (PBCS) to discuss the offer of
the FLEGT Dominica Facilitators to provide the Co-operatives with a capacity building
session.
The participants were advised that the Co-operative Division had agreed to provide
financial support for the training session and wanted to hold it during National Cooperative Week in order to give it more publicity.
At the meeting, the following emerged as key issues:
1. Honey is the main product offered;
2. The sources of support to the Cooperatives are the Cooperative Division, the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry and the GEF Small Grants Programme;
3. The work of several other sectors is of concern to the beekeepers, e.g., charcoal
producers; and
4. The three main areas of concern are: expansion of production and marketing of
honey and other bee products, promoting beekeeping as a viable livelihood option
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and promoting the value of bees to the broader goals of food security and plant
biodiversity.
On previewing the various tools at the meeting, livelihood analysis was of most interest
to the beekeepers. The tools they selected for the intervention were stakeholder
identification, stakeholder analysis and livelihood analysis.
The facilitation team conducted an analysis of the meeting and concluded that developing
and strengthening links with relevant stakeholder organisations would assist the groups in
the area of product development. The training from the Cooperative Division has been
limited to cooperative matters. Assistance from the Ministry of Agriculture has been
limited to sourcing bee materials, and assistance from GEF Small Grants Programme has
been limited to funding. While these links have been important, they can be furthered
strengthened and exploited to contribute to the Cooperatives’ goals of promoting
beekeeping.
It was agreed that the session would be scheduled for Tuesday, July 5 2011, from 8:00
am to 1:00 pm in Roseau.

The objectives of the training workshop were identified as follows:
1. To provide 25 twenty-five beekeepers with an understanding of key concepts in
participatory approaches to forest management; and
2. To encourage the application of tools in facilitating participatory management in
respect of Stakeholder and Livelihood Analysis.
Coincidentally, the team subsequently learned that an expert in beekeeping from the UKbased organization, Bees for Development, Mr. Clive de Bruyn, was scheduled to be in
Dominica the week of the workshop. The programme for the day was revised to include
an hour and half training session on the techniques of successful beekeeping.
In keeping with the Cooperative Division’s theme for Cooperative Week this year, Youth
and Entrepreneurship Development, the Division invited members of a young
cooperative, SOUL (Signs of Unlimited Love), to participate in the workshop. The
evening before the workshop, the Division hosted an Opening Ceremony and cocktail for
the workshop, featuring an address from the Minister of Social Services, Community
Development and Gender Affairs, Mrs. Gloria Shillingford, as well as remarks from the
Commissioner of Cooperatives, Ms. Mariet Canoville, the President of the Dominica
Beekeepers Cooperative, Mr. Lennox Fagan, and Mr. de Bruyn.
The programme for the workshop is attached as Annex 1. The list of participants is
attached as Annex 2.
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MOBILISATION
The Dominica Beekeepers Cooperative Society (DBCS), Pure Blossom Cooperative
(PBC) and the Cooperative Division shared the mobilisation efforts. At a meeting with
the Cooperative Division, the total number of persons to be accommodated as well as the
targeted number from each organisation was agreed on.
Invitation letters were then sent to the various organisations for distribution to their
representatives. By way of follow-up, the Cooperative Officer was responsible to
provide feedback on participation from the SOUL Cooperative, while the Presidents of
the other two cooperatives were responsible for and were contacted to give updates on
participation on an ongoing basis. The DBCS sought participation from beekeepers from
the Carib (Kalinago) Territory. In the process, the Kalinago Council was contacted and a
representative from the Territory was identified and invited.

INTRODUCTION
The Workshop was opened by Mr. Rennick Toussaint on behalf of the Cooperative
Division. This was followed by an informative presentation given by Mr. Francisco
Maffei, Forest Engineer, from the Division of Forestry, Wildlife and National Parks,
entitled “Forest Management and Beekeeping.” (Annex 4)
WORKSHOP METHODOLOGY
First Tool: Betty Perry-Fingal
Stakeholder Identification: 15 minutes
Methodology: Skit and brainstorming
The session was introduced with a skit using the characters form the Winnie the Pooh
story. Winnie was introduced as being distraught over the disappearance of honey. He
and his friends asked the participants, beekeepers, to identify everyone who might be
responsible for, interested in or related to the production and distribution of honey.
The responses were recorded on flipchart paper.
Stakeholder Identification: grouping by type: 10 minutes
Methodology: Full group asked to offer suggestions
Five sheets were prepared for the different categories of stakeholder: Government,
NGOs/Coops/CBOS, Private Sector, Agencies (donors/TA), Individuals/Communities.
Participants were asked to sort out who goes where, and this information was again
recorded on flipchart paper.
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Key Stakeholder Identification: 15 minutes
Methodology: Voting with dots
A brief introduction was given defining key stakeholders, and the participants were given
six dots to use to vote for they key stakeholders. The votes were tallied and the “winners”
were declared. The key stakeholders were identified as:
• Forestry
• Consumers
• Financial Institutions
• Farmers
• Policy-makers
• Beekeepers Co-operative
The participants were generally satisfied with the results. It was explained that in the
next session, they would continue to look at the stakeholders and analyse their respective
roles.
Second Tool: Agnes Esprit
Stakeholder Analysis
The session began with a brief recap, with questioning, of who is a stakeholder and the
various groups of stakeholders identified in the previous session. This ensured a smooth
flow from one session to the other and also set the tone for building on what had been
identified so far.
In the next step, participants were asked probing questions to determine (i) if all
stakeholders had the same level of impact on the project (beekeeping) and (ii), if all
stakeholders were impacted on or affected in the same way by the project (beekeeping).
Both questions got a “no” response.
The facilitator then explained that it is important to know the level of impact or the level
impacted on so as to get a better understanding of the stakeholders, and to guide decisions
relating to the project and the various stakeholders. It was explained that this can be done
through conducting a “stakeholder analysis”.
The stakeholder analysis was done looking at roles, responsibilities, relationship,
interests, power, impacts, capacity, and conflict. The participants were asked to consider:
Who are the key stakeholders?
What interests, rights, responsibilities do they have?
What level of power, authority, influence?
What size of stake?
What level of involvement?
What is the capacity?
These questions were discussed in-depth with the analysis as detailed below:
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•
•
•
•
•

Interest - current, future interests consider the needs and wants, the benefits current and potential
Power - past and present, rights and responsibilities, both formal and informal
- relationships - formal and informal, networks - formal and informal, , what
mechanisms are utilised or available or required to build relationships
Impacts - positive and negative impacts (brought on by whom)
Conflict - existing and potential , areas of consensus - shared interests, ability to
resolve
Capacity - willingness to participate in planning, management, monitoring - what
capacity is contributed, current capacity, what capacity is required and what is
available

In the small groups, five different techniques were used to further the stakeholder
analysis:
1
2
3
4
5

Primary and Secondary: inner and outer circle
Internal and External: inner and outer circle
Influence - Interest Matrix: 4 x 4 matrix indicating high and low
Relationship Network : network diagram
Power relations: pyramid /triangle - with lowest at base and highest at apex

Participants were assigned to 5 groups. Each group was asked to use one of the tools
presented and present the information based on their discussions and conclusion. Each
group received material including flip chart paper, colored paper, markers, tape and glue
to compile their presentations. There was intense discussion and some arguments in the
groups with all participating and showing keen interest. All three facilitators moved
around providing guidance and monitoring the group activity.
Each group presented was given 3 minutes to present their work to the entire group.

Third Tool: Martha Joseph
Livelihood Analysis
Methodology: Group work and Interactive Discussions
Using a power point presentation (Annex 5), the facilitator introduced the session’s
objectives as:
1. To provide an understanding of what is a livelihood.
2. To assist participants in understanding what makes a livelihood sustainable
In achieving the above objectives the facilitator set out to cover the following areas:
1. What is a livelihood?
2. What factors determine choice of livelihood strategies
3. Analyzing Livelihood for Sustainability
4. Review
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When the Livelihoods Framework was introduced, participants requested examples in
relation to beekeeping. This provided the perfect opportunity for asking participants
what they thought were the various livelihood activities that are and could be engaged in
relating to beekeeping. The following responses were captured on newsprint (flip chart):
• Bee Supplies
• Honey Production and Sales
• Agro Tourism
• Providing Starter Hives
The facilitator presented a previously prepared list, which included some of the activities
cited by the beekeepers.
The Livelihoods Framework was used to analyze two activities. Previously prepared
examples were presented and the differences in the type of assets needed based on the
activity were discussed and where necessary examples of the various forms of assets
were added by participants. This discussion pointed to the factors, which contribute to
the choice of livelihood activities.
The sustainability test for livelihood activities was presented and discussed. This was
followed by a group activity where each of the five (5) groups was given one
project/livelihood activity to analyze for its sustainability. The report from each group
was critiqued and there was general agreement.

EVALUATION
At the end of the morning most of the participants felt that the experience was
worthwhile although one beekeeper left early as he felt the session was too elementary.
From the perspective of the facilitators, there were two main concerns. The preparation
time was too limited, and the time management for the day was problematic.
The preparation time was limited largely because one of the facilitators was out-of-state
for several weeks in advance of the session. That meant that there was not enough time
for the three facilitators to get together for a run-through of the session. Time
management was a problem in part because the sessions started late, which threw off the
planned agenda, and in part because we weren’t able to go through each part if the
agenda in advance.
The facilitators, when planning their presentations, did not know that the young
cooperative members would be participating in the session. This created an issue as the
two groups, aspiring beekeepers and well-experienced beekeepers, were at such different
levels.
Participation in the group activities was very good as group members were assigned
various roles in the discussion/preparation session and also in the presentation. At the
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end of each presentation all charts/tools were posted on the wall for viewing. Since the
framework for all the tools were prepared prior to the session, it allowed for the time to
be used explaining the tools.
Despite what the facilitators felt were concerns, nearly all of the participants provided
positive feedback on the experience.
The Workshop’s Findings are set forth in Annex 3.
LESSONS LEARNED
Careful advance planning, including rehearsal of presentations, when possible, is
important in deciding how much time to allot for each activity.
Facilitators must remain focussed and manage their sessions so as to keep within the time
frame and remain in line with the objectives. They need to be flexible and adjust their
presentations when unforeseen circumstances limit the available time.
Providing information in advance of a session to potential participants assists them in
deciding whether the session is likely to meet their needs.
Tailoring each session to meet the needs of the identified participants helps to ensure that
the activities are geared to the appropriate level. This will ensure that participants can
comprehend the material and be comfortable with it.
Sessions will be well-received when they incorporate new learning and ensure that the
material can be used after the session by the participants.

RESULTS
The session held with the beekeepers represented one small step in their efforts to
develop the beekeeping sector in Dominica, to take it from being viewed as a fringe
activity to being at the heart of Dominica’s agricultural sector. . The primary result of the
intervention was to highlight to the beekeepers the potential partners available to them
and the need to continue to strengthen their links to these key stakeholders to assist in
their development efforts.
NEXT STEPS
The finalized case study will be provided to the three Cooperatives with the
recommendation that a second intervention be held in order to further explore the key
stakeholder relationships, including a mapping exercise and the development of action
steps for the Cooperatives to undertake to strengthen links with key stakeholders.
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Annex 1
Cooperative Week 2011
Youth and Entrepreneurship Development
PARTICIPATORY APPROACHES TO MANAGEMENT FOR BEEKEEPERS
July 5, 2011
Public Service Training Centre
Roseau, Dominica

8:00 – 8:15

Registration

8:15 – 8:30

Welcome & Overview
Ms. Mariet Canoville, Commissioner of Cooperatives

8:30 – 9:00

Presentation on Beekeeping and Forest Management:
Mr. Francisco Maffei, Forest Engineer:

9:00 – 10:00

Stakeholder Identification
Mrs. Betty Perry – Fingal

10:00 – 10:20

BREAK

10:20 – 11:30

Stakeholder Analysis
Ms. Agnes Esprit

11:30 – 12:30

Livelihoods Analysis
Mrs. Martha Joseph

12:30 – 1:00

Evaluation

1:00 - 2:00

Lunch

2:00 - 3:30

Presentation on Beekeeping – Tips and Techniques
Mr. Clive de Bruyn, Bees for Development

8

Annex 2
WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
Pure Blossom Hive Cooperative
Cederic Joseph
Dominica Beekeepers Cooperative Society
Alan Derrick
Gabriel Bruno
Franklyn Prescott
Lennox Fagan
Grantley James
Nelson Simon
Christoper Popo
Signs of Unlimited Love (SOUL) - Cooperative
Magalie Telemaque
Valarie Honorie
Delbert Telemaque
Lucienne Pierre
Bert Telemaque
Angela Colaire
Ivor Henry
Other Beekeepers
Theodore Bellot
Jessie Jones Armour
Domnique Jones Armour
Benoit Andrew
Consulting Team
Betty Perry Fingal
Agnes Esprit
Martha Joseph
Local Government Department
Mr. Rennick Toussaint
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ANNEX 3
WORKSHOP FINDINGS
Stakeholder Identification
In the session on stakeholder identification, the participants were readily able to name
those individuals and organizations that have a significant role in beekeeping and related
activities. The key stakeholders were identified as Forestry Division, Consumers,
Financial Institutions, Agricultural Division, Farmers, Policy-makers and the Beekeepers
Cooperative. The representative from the Cooperative Division noted that the
participants had missed the role that the Division plays in the sector. It seems likely that
the effective presentation given by the Forest Engineer weighted the vote in favour of
Forestry’s role.
Stakeholder Analysis
Participation and level of interest in the group activity was very high. There was
opportunity for discussion and analysing each other’s views relating to the significance of
various stakeholders. Generally the tools introduced were understood by the participants
and they were able to utilise them effectively. There is need however to develop further
the matrix which was used to rank the stakeholders on a high-low rating. Although the
participants were able to use it and present their results, another matrix could be tested
such as a 2 x 3 matrix.
What was interesting about the session is the various ways in which stakeholders could
be analysed. The findings presented by the groups provided a lot of information on the
stakeholders, which was drawn out from their discussions as they made decisions based
on the task assigned utilising the tools.

Livelihood Analysis
Participants’ responses to what a livelihood is were consistent with the definition
presented in the training manual except that no mention was made of the various assets.
The session gave the group, composed of both experienced and aspiring beekeepers, the
opportunity for meaningful exchanges about beekeeping as a livelihood.
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