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Background

The Regional Action Learning Group (ALG) on Markets for Watershed Services and
Improved Livelihoods was established in April 2004 to analyse and disseminate learning
from the project Who Pays for Water: preparing for the use of market-based
mechanisms to improve the contribution of watershed services to livelihoods in the
Caribbean (WPFW) which began in February 2004. The ALG comprises individuals
from key national and regional agencies and organisations who have been selected
because of their position and potential to serve as “change agents”. It is envisaged that
these individuals will play a key role in sharing learning on the project with their national
institutions. A list of participants in this third ALG meeting is attached at Appendix 1.
The meeting agenda is attached at Appendix 2.
The project has hitherto focused on two main project countries, Jamaica and Saint
Lucia, and two ancillary countries, Trinidad & Tobago and Grenada. The third ALG was
due to be held in Grenada in conjunction with a field trip to a site of community-based
watershed management. However, with the advent of Hurricane Ivan in September
2004 and the identification of an interesting incentive-based model for watershed
management and alternative livelihoods in St Vincent & the Grenadines, it was decided
to hold the third meeting of the ALG at Kingstown, St Vincent and the Grenadines
As the agenda indicates, the ALG meeting was supposed to take place over a period of
three days. However, during Day 2 St Vincent and the Grenadines was put under
Hurricane warning for 13th July, so it was deemed prudent to curtail the meeting and
arrange for participants to fly out on the morning of 13th July. An impromptu but highly
productive session was organised on the evening of Tuesday 12th July, at which a
number of recommendations were put forward and next steps agreed upon.

2

Summary of presentations and discussions

2.1 Opening Session
The meeting opened with a welcoming speech from Fitzgerald Providence, followed by
short introductory addresses by Sarah McIntosh and Duncan MacQueen. The main
address was given by the Honourable Girlyn Miguel, Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries.
2.2 Review of the role of the ALG (Sarah McIntosh)
The roles of the ALG as defined at the first meeting was reviewed and confirmed, with
the suggested addition of the role of implementer. Participants thought their ability to
act as effective change agents was determined in part by the priority accorded to
integrated watershed management (IWM) nationally and whether institutions exist to
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facilitate dialogue and dissemination of learning, e.g. the Jamaican National Integrated
Watershed Management Council (NIWMC). There was some concern that there had
been different representatives at each ALG meeting, which meant going over old
ground, but it was noted that there had been consistency of organisations represented
even if the individual representatives had varied.
2.3 Overview of Caribbean WPFW project and 1st & 2nd ALG meetings (Sarah
McIntosh)
2.3.1 Project purpose
The project purpose is stated as “To create capacity in national and local institutions to
assess the potential of economic instruments to enhance watershed protection services
and improve livelihoods, and to design and employ such instruments when appropriate”.
However, the main emphasis of the Caribbean project has been on the assessment
component with relatively little emphasis placed on designing or employing new
instruments. It seemed unlikely that much could be achieved on this aspect within the
project timeframe.
2.3.2 Project structure and outputs
The proposed outputs from the project and the roles of the project team were outlined
and it was noted that the following decisions needed to be taken:
• What publications would be most useful and their target audience(s);
• Scope of third sector study on agriculture;
• Whether to produce a Grenada case study in addition to the one on St Vincent.
• Nature of the third training workshop on institutional arrangements
2.3.3 Action Learning Network of Community Partners
The 1st ALG had suggested that exchange visits be facilitated between communitybased organisations (CBOs) but this had not been pursued to date.
2.3.4 Expansion of ALG membership
Noel Bennet and Sylvester Clauzel had both agreed to become permanent members of
the ALG. However, Donna-Mae Knights was away on study leave and no suitable
replacement had yet been identified.
2.3.5 Review of pre-project diagnostics
The project design had been based in part on a diagnostic study of each of the four
project countries. It was already clear that some of the assumptions and expectations
(e.g. in relation to the speed of water sector reform or the implementation of new
institutions) had not been fulfilled. A session had therefore been included on Day 3 for
each country to review and update the major diagnostic findings.
The presentation relating to Sections 2.2-2.3 is attached at Appendix 3
2.4 Overview of global WPFW project (Duncan MacQueen)
The following are the key points made in the presentation, with the full version attached
at Appendix 4.
• Markets have been hyped but
¾ markets for watershed services rarely exist in practice;
¾ markets that exist are distorted as they involve buyer monopolies and landed
suppliers, which tends to marginalise the poor;
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¾ improving those markets requires a heavy investment in data collection and
institutional capacity building that may be impracticable.
•

'Pseudomarket' payments may be a useful tool in countering perceptions of water as
a free resource. A range of good simple compulsory and voluntary initiatives exist,
some of which involve 'pseudomarket' payments

•

True value pricing is unlikely ever to include land management. The benefits of
different types of land management are simply too diverse to quantify reliably.

•

Some specific beneficiary-provider payments may arise spontaneously when enough
is at stake but are usually based around specific land use practice changes and may
best be considered as social contributions not contractual payments.

•

The range of ecological and institutional contexts makes adaptation appropriate
rather than replication.

An overview was provided of the three other project countries (South Africa, India and
Indonesia) and of the two diagnostic countries (Bolivia and China). On the basis of the
overall project learning to date, the following tentative conclusions could be drawn about
the circumstances under which markets for watershed services may make sense:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Important downstream irrigation or agricultural water or tourism / industrial demand;
Dry season water scarcity;
Water use patterns that generate economic benefits;
Presence of conflicts of interest between upstream and downstream users;
High level of community organization with the presence of economic, social or other
community based organization;
Local interest in improving living standards;
Open local attitudes to improving watershed management;
History of valuing environmental services initiatives;
Threatened upstream ecosystems.

Key points which arose from the subsequent discussion were:
• Many of the facilitating conditions for markets are missing in the Jamaican context;
• The regional trend is to privatize water distribution but not management and
regulation which are retained as government functions for security reasons;
• Pricing from the demand side may be socially unacceptable;
• True valuation of aggregate services is difficult;
• Focus should be on innovative approaches to effective watershed management with
market-based incentives (MBIs) one possible approach;
• Small islands and watersheds offer the potential to conduct pilot valuation and
market studies, e.g. Speyside (see 2.5.2)
• The high level of leakage in water distribution system, (e.g. in Trinidad) influences
people’s perception of the value of water and affects willingness to pay;
• Might be possible to have a market with one major monopoly buyer (e.g. state) who
would then sell to a series of smaller buyers via one or more intermediaries;
2.5 Tourism Sector
2.5.1 Tourism Sector Forum (Sarah McIntosh)
A recap of the tourism sector forum and rationale for the tourism sector studies was
presented (see Appendix 5). It was suggested that water use and waste could be entry
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points for engaging the tourism sector since a major concern of the industry is to reduce
utility costs.
2.5.2 Tourism Sector Studies (Nicole Leotaud)
A presentation was made on the two tourism case studies (see Appendix 6), which had been
selected since the last meeting, one at Dunn’s River, Jamaica and the other at Speyside,
Tobago. The objectives of the two studies are:
• to create greater awareness among tourism sector decision-makers of the benefits to
the industry of improving upstream watershed management practices;
• to identify ways that the tourism sector can contribute to improved management of
watersheds by upstream stakeholders;
• to create or enhance linkages between downstream tourism industry stakeholders and
upstream watershed management stakeholders that result in better watershed
management practices at selected sites;
• to assess what role tourism certification programmes play in improving tourism
stakeholders’ understanding of the linkages between upstream management practices
and downstream environmental quality;
• to determine how tourism certification programmes can more effectively contribute
towards improved upstream watershed management;
The criteria for the selection of the sites included the existence of some community-based
watershed management/remediation initiatives and an expressed willingness on the part of
the downstream tourism interests to engage in dialogue with upstream stakeholders.
Although there was some concern as to whether the findings from Dunn’s River would have
relevance to other sites, it was recognised that its economic importance to the Jamaican
tourism industry makes it an interesting case study. The main value of the case studies was
seen as their potential to
• positively influence the management of watersheds that are not severely degraded;
• raise awareness of the tourism sector’s dependency on good watershed management;
• create innovative participatory structures and institutions to address watershed
management issues.

2.6 Valuation Studies and findings to date (Dennis Pantin)
This presentation, which is attached at Appendix 7 outlined the project’s economicspecific research questions, the methodology used and the findings to date in the Buff
Bay Pencar (Jamaica), Talvern (Saint Lucia) and Speyside (Tobago) case studies.
Economic valuation can serve several important functions:
• providing a common language with policy makers, business community and the poor
themselves;
• identifying important sources of economic value that would otherwise be un/underappreciated in decision-making;
• providing a justification for pilot interventions;
• establishing an order of priority for interventions.

The presentation generated a lively discussion from which the following key points were
noted:
General
• Most regional water tariffs do not cover full cost of water production.
• Integrated national planning is needed to rationalise the objectives and incentives of
different sectors, e.g. agriculture versus watershed management.
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•
•

Both incentives and disincentives (e.g. taxes) can be effective in modifying
behaviour.
How can one estimate the “value of a statistical life”, e.g. in the case of deaths from
flooding.

Talvern
• The absence of reliable baseline data or agreed indicators of success had made it
difficult to get consensus on the impact of the Talvern Water Catchment Group
(TWCG).
• The project seeks to assess the impact of market-based mechanisms on livelihoods
but no common definition of livelihoods has been adopted. If a DFID-type
sustainable livelihoods framework (encompassing financial, natural, human, physical,
and social) were adopted, then the contribution of the TWCG would be assessed
much more positively than in purely economic terms.
• The importance of involving all stakeholders from the outset and particularly those,
such as WASCO, who may be expected to pay for watershed services.
2.7 Water Sector Study (Cletus Springer)
The Executive Summary of the draft Water Sector Study was circulated in advance to
participants and is attached at Appendix 8
2.7.1 General
Cletus presented the main findings of the situational analyses of the water sector in
Jamaica and Saint Lucia. In order to address the project’s objectives and assess where
markets and incentives might fit in, the studies had reviewed:
• the institutional and policy landscape for water resources management
• water demand and supply dynamics
• the status of resource monitoring and assessment and natural disaster management
• the challenges to and prospects for cost pricing of water production and watershed
protection.
The studies confirmed that the project thinking is in advance of what is happening on the
ground in either country. In both cases the environment is ripe for the introduction of
MBIs but both baseline data and tools are lacking. Jamaica’s policy framework and
institutional structure is more mature than Saint Lucia’s as reflected by the existence of
the NIWMC and the fact that water is included in the National Development Policy.
Nevertheless, the two countries face a common small island challenge of how to finance
water production and protection services.
Arising out of the presentation and discussions, it was agreed that, in order to create a
framework for effective water management and the potential introduction of MBIs, it
would be desirable at the national level to:
• develop more integrated decision-making, with consensus-based management and
clear objectives to provide the basis for monitoring;
• review the logic behind water allocation and consider allocative mechanisms that
take into account social and environmental and economic considerations;
• discuss and try to resolve the policy conflict between water as an economic good
and water as a social good;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

assess the role that MBIs could play in replacing pure subsidies, particularly in the
agriculture sector where subsidies have traditionally been high and unrelated to
sound watershed practices;
explore the complementarities that potentially exist given that the water authorities
in both countries are also responsible for sewage, e.g. recycling grey water;
consider water efficiency in the selection of crops grown;
consider allocative efficiencies, e.g. allocation of untreated water for agriculture;
value the contribution that reforestation can make not just to watershed protection
but also to livelihoods, e.g. planting of cocoa;
use pilot small-scale case studies to test and illustrate the value of integrated
approaches and MBIs;
explore the possibility of water user groups to share experiences

2.7.2 Saint Lucia
In Saint Lucia, the following reforms offer a framework for the introduction of MBIs
•
•

New National Water Policy and National Water and Sewerage Act which make
provision for cost of providing services to be recovered through water tariff and for
correcting price distortions;
Separation of regulatory and tariff setting function (National Water and Sewerage
Commission) from management (Water Resources Management Authority).

Challenges in Saint Lucia include:
• No real appreciation at the national level of the true costs of providing water;
• Likelihood that government will need to continue providing direct and indirect
subsidies for some period as full cost recovery in the water sector is not likely to be
achieved solely from the water tariff;
• Current tariffs only cover 50% of base costs and the base cost in calculated on the
basis of infrastructural, i.e. it does not include watershed protection;
• Infrastructural investment still needed but returns not likely to be competitive to
private sector investors.
Much of the discussion focused on changes needed in the agricultural sector, to move
away from subsidies to a more business-oriented approach, which might need interim
subsidies to encourage sound environmental practices. The proposed harmonized
agricultural incentives may offer scope for the introduction of MBIs. It was also noted
that there is increasing emphasis from the buyer end (e.g. UK supermarkets) on
sustainable agricultural practices.
2.7.3 Jamaica
Cletus noted that in Jamaica there is a watershed management levy for watershed
protection via the proposed Local Forest Management Fund (LFMF) and Jamaica
Tropical Forest Conservation Fund (JTFCF).
Additional points made by participants in relation to the Jamaican water sector included
• Proposal that water producers contribute a percentage of what they collect via water
billing to LFMF.
• JTFCF derives from US-Jamaica Debt for Nature Swap and the institutional structure
for management and grant-making is being put in place. Only NGOs will be eligible
for grants.
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•
•
•

•

•
•

Discussions underway with Water Commission for Forestry Department to manage
Water Commission land in the Hope watershed under a co-management agreement.
Efforts underway to form a Jamaica Water Users Association.
Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) funding National Irrigation Commission project
based on best practice example of water user group in St Elizabeth Parish which has
demonstrated that it is possible to use water more efficiently and produce more in dry
areas.
Development of a new 10-year Water Resource Master Plan. This proposes a new
abstraction licensing system, with annual license renewals, where abstractors will
pay a fee related to the amount of water they have applied for rather than what they
have used. The system is designed to encourage efficiencies, so that abstractors
are stimulated to use and apply for less and less, which will release additional water
to users whose demand cannot currently be met. A drawback at present is that the
National Water Commission (NWC) does not have the capacity to monitor usage and
metering has not yet been introduced. NWC is therefore reliant on abstractors
sending reliable data on what they use. Currently 75% of water use is for agricultural
irrigation.
Some industrial users source water from unlicensed wells.
Parish Councils play a small but important role as “minor water suppliers” in rural
districts.

Cletus concluded the session by stating that he though the next step should be to rethink
the intervention approach to fit into the current institutional landscape.

3

Field trip to the Colonarie Watershed

3.1 Background
The field trip to the Colonarie watershed was designed to add context to, and provide an
opportunity for discussion of, the case study of the Integrated Forest Management and
Development Programme (IFMDP) in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, for which the
Executive Summary was circulated in advance and is attached at Appendix 9.
The IFMDP has three main components
• The Programme Management Unit (PMU), which oversees the development and
implementation of the programme components, ensuring collaboration and
cooperation between stakeholders.
• Strengthening of the Forestry Department to ensure that the department has the
infrastructure, workforce and legislative support to ensure effective management of
the forest resources.
• The Alternative Community Livelihood Projects (ACLP) designed to aid in the
development of viable employment alternatives to marijuana planting in rural
communities, preventing deforestation while promoting the sustainable use of the
forest resources
The main focus of the case study and field trip was on the ACLP, which works with
Forest User Groups to identify and develop viable economic alternatives to marijuana
farming while using them to help restore the watersheds. These alternatives include the
sustainable use of timber, non-timber forest products and the production and sale of
charcoal.
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The IFMDP receives 60% of its funding from Government under its Capital Projects
budget line and an 40% shared equally from St. Vincent Electricity Services Ltd.
(VINLEC) and the Central Water and Sewerage Authority (CWSA). The decision by
Cabinet in 2003 to require CWSA and VINLEC to contribute provides an interesting
hybrid between traditional central regulation and a market-based system where key
beneficiaries of watershed services provide voluntary financial support to securing those
services.
3.2 Panel discussion at the Colonarie Resource Centre
3.2.1 Introduction
The panel discussion was introduced by Lyndon John who outlined the history of the
IFMDP, which had begun under a Canada International Development Agency (CIDA)
funded Forest Management Programme in 1999, with support from the Food and
Agriculture Organisation (FAO). CANARI had also been involved in the early stages,
providing workshops on participatory approaches to forest management. The IFMDP
had suffered from inadequate funding until the 2003 decision by Cabinet to require
VINLEC and CWSA to contribute. The plan is to have a private sector Programme
Consultative Group provide advice on the livelihoods aspect but this has not yet been
established.
3.2.2 IFMDP perspective
Junior “Spirit” Cottle expanded on the introduction by noting that people had never
expected water to become a threatened resource. Consequently, they resisted the
introduction of metering but now see the value of it. The damage in the upper watershed
is coming from a mix of farming, hunting, woodcutting and illegal crops. However, as
poverty and unemployment were the driving forces behind deforestation, enforcement
could not work. The alternative was to involve the community and forest users but it was
not enough just to talk about ‘alternative livelihoods’, something concrete was needed.
The reforestation project offered an economic alternative, albeit not as valuable as
marijuana, but safer and more reliable. The reforestation project was based around core
groups of receptive people in the various communities.
3.2.3 CWSA perspective
The CWSA representative (Kenyatta Alleyne, Senior Engineer, CWSA) noted that
CWSA’s key reason to support the IFMDP was to eliminate threats in the watershed and
to provide security of water resources. Their primary concerns that they felt should be
the focus of the project were streambank protection and reforestation. The IFMDP
provides a convenient framework for CWSA’s intervention and contribution to public
awareness.
He also noted that CWSA is undertaking a water resource assessment and that its
responsibilities include solid waste management.
3.2.4 VINLEC perspective
The VINLEC representative (Thornley Myers CEO, VINLEC) traced the origins of its
hydro-electricity programme to the period between1952 and 1962, with the Cumberland
hydro-electric plant being added in 1985. While hydro-electricity had accelerated the
supply of electricity to rural communities, VINLEC’s use of rivers had depleted the water
source and reduced water supply to rural communities. This led to VINLEC collaborating
with CWSA to provide community standpipes
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VINLEC’s two key objectives were to provide good service to the public and to support
the development of the country. Consequently, VINLEC has no problem with IFMDP in
principle but felt there was a need to provide evidence of its positive impact. VINLEC’s
concern derives from the fact that productivity from hydro-electric plants has reduced
over time. 12 years ago, a 4-5 hour rainfall event was sufficient for 2 days of power
generation. A similar rainfall event today produces a few hours of power generation. He
attributed this to rapid run-off and lack of soil absorption. Sedimentation loads also
destroy the shear pins in the machinery (approx. US$600.00 per pin). While VINLEC
appreciates that reforestation will not produce instantaneous results, it believes its
investment needs to be tracked to demonstrate benefits over time. VINLEC would also
like Forestry to attract wider participation in the IFMDP.
3.2.5 Forestry Department perspective
Brian Johnson, Director of Forestry, indicated that the Forestry Department continued to
be handicapped by lack of capacity, finance and equipment. 50% of the foresters have
no training and the balance mostly have basic level training. Finance is needed to
support the ACLP so the Forestry Department therefore welcomed the participation of
VINLEC and CWSA and hoped that additional private sector support could be secured.
The initial round of consultations had raised expectations at community level that now
needed to be managed. Capacity building was needed at the level of the community as
he noted that the Forest User Groups continued to be over-dependent on the IFMDP.
3.2.6 Discussion session
The following points were raised and clarified by the representative noted in brackets:
• VINLEC expressed some concern about funding bureaucratic structures and not
seeing results fast enough and concurred that there was a need for wider
participation in IFMDP. Forestry responded that it had been able to attract an
investor interested in band sawing material from a pine plantation. IFMDP plays very
active role in raising public awareness and needs additional support for this (Forestry
Dept);
• Payment of any royalties from CWSA to Forestry should be handled via a Water
Resource Management Unit so that they could decide how to allocate funds
(CWSA);
• CWSA hopes IFMDP can reinforce its messages concerning the need to conserve
water as the public currently has a weak water conservation ethic (CWSA);
• VINLEC and CWSA make large profits – are they contributing enough? VINLEC’s
profit margin is around 3% which is relatively low (VINLEC). CWSA does not make
major profit as it is still servicing major loans taken to enhance infrastructure
(CWSA).
• Are the benefits being received by CWASA and VINLEC commensurate with their
investment? Importance of being able to evaluate measurable benefits. CWASA and
VINLEC would like to have greater input into the project implementation and use of
funds.(VINLEC and CWASA)
• If climate change reduces water flow, would that affect VINLEC’s plans for hydroelectricity? VINLEC’s continuing investment in hydro-electricity is based on a cost
containment strategy. Hydroelectricity reduces the fuel surcharge per kilowatt from
EC$0.352 to 0.31. (VINLEC).
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•

•

4

How do Forest User Groups perceive the IFMDP? The Fancy Group pre-existed the
IFMDP but agreed there is a need to build awareness of environmental issues
among forest users and to generate alternative livelihoods, which could include
ecotourism-related activities, particularly in the Fancy area. There is a need to
mobilise youth. (Fancy Unity Farmers Co-operative)
No consolidated, communal or co-ordinated approach from marijuana farmers to
convert marijuana income to legitimate business. This sort of cooperation only
occurs in a syndicated or organised crime context. (Junior Cottle)

Discussion of next steps

Because of the impending hurricane, there was no time to update the diagnostic
matrixes nor for the full presentations on the status of the Jamaica and Saint Lucia
Action Learning Projects (ALPs) nor the update on the training programmes, all of which
are attached at Appendix 10. However, brief updates were provided where relevant and
the following next steps agreed to
4.1 General recommendations

•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Implementation of MBIs within the project time frame is likely to be impossible in the
absence of intermediary institutional structures. The focus should therefore be on
continuing to foster dialogue between upstream and downstream stakeholders and
strengthening existing institutional arrangements that exist for incentive-type
mechanisms, such as water catchment, forest user or forest management groups.
The action learning concept should be strengthened and ‘nationalised’ so that each
project country has an action learning group comprising the major stakeholders.
Important to keep faith with and provide some incentive for continuing involvement of
community-based groups.
It would be useful to develop a toolbox of guidelines and case studies from the
project to assist decision makers in the region.
Need to raise awareness of the importance of developing indicators and collecting
relevant data to measure impact of various approaches.
CANARI and the ALG could usefully coordinate with and be a clearinghouse for
lessons from other relevant projects which provide opportunities for sharing
experiences (e.g. Integrated Watershed and Coastal Area Management project,
National Forest Programme Facility).
With regard to incentives, look for lessons from other sectors (e.g. agriculture),focus
on making linkages with incentives already being applied and do cost/benefit
analysis (social, economic, environmental) of these.
Identify examples of best practice at the local level (e.g. Jamaica White River,
Trinidad Fondes Amandes).

4.2 Saint Lucia recommendations
• Convene meeting of relevant policy and decision makers to discuss institutional
arrangements that facilitate integrated planning and MBIs, possibly using the
Jamaica NIWMC as a model;
• Introduce WPFW project objectives to Ministry of Agriculture directorate and policy
makers
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4.3 Jamaica recommendations
• Presentation of the findings of the Buff Bay Pencar valuation study to a meeting of
the NIWMC.
4.4 Agreed actions
• CANARI to email diagnostic matrices to all so that participants from the four
diagnostic countries can meet to update and return them to CANARI by 31 July
2005;
• CANARI to develop indicators of socioeconomic and environmental impacts of
project interventions with input from IIED;
• Identify alternative to Donna-Mae Knights to become a member of the ALG
• Consider inviting representative from a Ministry of Finance and a regulatory body to
be identified to become part of the ALG;
• The Agriculture Sector Study was approved as the third sector study; CANARI to
produce terms of reference and identify consultant;
• CANARI and IIED to investigate possibility of funding a Costa Rica study tour in
conjunction with a future ALG.
• Identify intervention points and messages for dissemination by ALG members.
• Need to find a mechanism to pull in tourism stakeholders to analyse the tourism
sector case studies.

5

Fourth ALG meeting

The next ALG meeting was tentatively scheduled for some time during the first two weeks of
January 2006 and will be held in Jamaica, in conjunction with the Water Sector Forum.
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APPENDIX 1
Caribbean Natural Resources Institute
Regional workshop:
Third meeting of the Regional Action Learning Group on
Markets for Watershed Services and Improved Livelihoods
11-13 July, 2005
St. Vincent and the Grenadines
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P.O Box 91, Hope Gardens
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Jamaica
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Castries
St. Lucia
Tel: 758 452 2501
Fax: 758 453 2721
Email: ctcox@candw.lc
Marilyn Headley
Conservator of Forests
Ministry of Agriculture
Forestry Department
173 Constant Spring Road
Kingston 8
Jamaica
Tel: 876 924 2125
Fax: 876 924 2626
Email: mheadley@forestry.gov.jm

Noel Bennett
Rural Sociologist
Ministry of Agriculture
Forestry Department
173 Constant Spring Road
Kinston 8
Jamaica
Tel: 876 905 1270
Fax: 876 931 2856
Email: nbennett@forestry.gov.jm

Christopher Husbands
Manager of Planning, Design and
Construction
National Water and Sewerage Authority
P.O. Box 392, Carenage
St. George’s
Grenada
Tel: 473 440 2155
Fax: 473 440 4107
Email: nawasa@caribsurf.com
husbands@caribsurf.com

Deborah Bushell
St. Lucia
Tel: 758 712 6176 (cell)
Email: deborahbushell@yahoo.com
Sylvester Clauzel
Programme Co-ordinator
St. Lucia Heritage Tourism Programme
Sir Stanislaus James Building
Waterfront
Castries
St. Lucia
Tel: 758 451 6220/ 6967
Fax: 758 451 6940
Email: sylvester@stluciaheritage.org

Lyndon John
Staff Partner
CANARI
Fernandes Industrial Centre
Administration Building
Eastern Main Road
Laventille
Trinidad and Tobago
Tel: 868 626 6062
Fax: 868 626 1788

Christopher Cox
Senior Programme Officer
Caribbean Environmental Health
Institute
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Kingston 5
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Fax: 876 754 7595
Email: amckenzie@nepa.gov.jm

David Lewis
Forestry Officer
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Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and
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Forestry Department
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Castries
St. Lucia
Tel; 758 450 2078
Fax: 758 450 2287
Email: s_tylo@hotmail.com

Dennis Pantin
Co-ordinator
Sustainable Economic Development
Unit
The University of the West Indies
St. Augustine Campus
Trinidad and Tobago
Tel: 868 662 9461/ 6555/ 2002
Fax: 868 662 6555/ 9461
Email: dpantin@fss.uwi.tt
dpantin@hotmail.com
Gordon Paterson
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Upland Watershed Management Unit
Ministry of Agriculture, Lands, Forestry
and Fisheries
Queen’s Park
St. George’s
Grenada
Tel: 473 440 2934
Fax: 473 440 4191
Email: massaiman2004@yahoo.com

Duncan Macqueen
Senior Research Asociate
International Institute for Environment
and Development
United Kingdom
Tel: 44 131 226 6860
Fax: 44 131 624 7050
Email: duncan.macqueen@iied.org
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Managing Partner
CANARI
Fernandes Industrial Centre
Administration Building
Eastern Main Road
Laventille
Trinidad and Tobago
Tel: 868 626 6062
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Third Meeting of the Regional Action Learning Group on “Markets for
Watershed Services and Improved Livelihoods: Who Pays for Water”
11- 13 July 2005
Kingstown, St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Preliminary Agenda
Monday 11 July
09.00 – 10:00

Opening ceremony

10:00 – 10:15

Break

10.15 – 11:00

Welcome & introductions
Agreement on agenda
Recap of role of Action Learning Group (ALG)
Highlights from 1st & 2nd ALG meetings

11.00 – 11.30

Overview of project activities, outputs & assumptions
Introduction to matrix to assess changes since 2002
diagnostic studies

11.30 – 12.00

IIED update on global project progress and lessons
learned to date

12:00 – 12.30

Questions & discussion

12:45 – 1:30

Lunch

1:30 – 2:15

Tourism Sector
Recap of Tourism Sector Forum
Overview of approach for tourism sector study
Status reports and discussion on tourism sector
studies in Jamaica and Tobago
Next steps and challenges

2:15 – 3:15

Valuation approaches and findings to date

3:15 – 3:30

Break

3:30 – 4.00

Jamaica Action Learning Project
April 2005 ALP meeting
Preliminary results of study on incentives

4:00 – 4:30

St. Lucia Action Learning Project
¾ Socioeconomic baseline study
¾ Report on ALP meeting

Tuesday 12 July
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8:30 – 10:30

Water Sector Study
Presentation of situational analyses of cost pricing for
water production and protection services for St. Lucia
and Jamaica

10:30 – 5:00

Field Trip to Coloniere watershed
Introduction to SVG Integrated Forest Management
Project
Panel
Group discussion

Wednesday 13 July
8:30 – 9.00

Reflection on Day 1 and 2

9:00 – 9:45

Training
Outcomes of hydrology and land use training
Valuation training
Institutional frameworks

9.30 – 10.30

Country team exercises on completing matrix to
assess changes since 2002 diagnostic studies

10:30 – 10:45

Break

10:45 – 12:30

Country feedback and whole group discussion
Implications for WPWF project
 Design & testing of incentives
 Next steps on sector studies

12:30 – 1:30

Lunch

1:30 – 2:30

Communication strategy

2:30 – 3.00

Evaluation
Dates of next ALG
Closure of meeting
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COST PRICING FOR WATER PRODUCTION AND WATER PROTECTION
SERVICES IN SAINT LUCIA AND JAMAICA
A SITUATIONAL ANALYSIS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Cletus Springer
Impact Consultancy Services Inc.
October 2005

1.

Background

The Reports represent part of the deliverables of a regional project being
implemented by the Caribbean Natural Resources Institute (CANARI) aimed at:
(a)
exploring the usefulness of market and incentive-based approaches
as tools for optimising watershed services and improving
livelihoods, especially of the rural poor; and
(b)
assessing the requirements for implementing market-based
approaches, at both the supply and demand sides of the water
cycle, in ways that internalise the costs of watershed protection that
relate to the production, protection, and delivery of water.
The project is part of a larger global project entitled, “Developing markets for
watershed protection services and improved livelihoods”, which is being
implemented by the International Institute for Environment and Development
(IIED) with support from the Department for International Development (DFID) of
the United Kingdom
The Reports reviews existing and planned developments in Water Sector of Saint
Lucia and Jamaica that are of relevance to the objectives of the regional project,
specifically, as they relate to the proposed use of market based approaches in
the sourcing, production and delivery of water.
Accordingly, the reports assess the existing situation as it relates to (a) water
demand and supply dynamics; (b) the policy framework for water resources
management; (c) the institutional arrangements for water resources
management; and (d) developments relating to resource monitoring and
assessment, disaster management and ownership and management.
2.

The General Conclusions of the Analyses

Both reports confirm the deep and wide-ranging challenges that attend efforts at
financing water production and protection services in small island developing
states. While there is a vast difference in the maturity and scope of the policy and
institutional environment in the respective countries, both countries are struggling
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to establish appropriate and cost-effective financing mechanisms that would
advance the aims of their respective National Water Policies. However, the
analyses revealed that considerable potential exists within both jurisdictions to
introduce innovative and appropriate Market Based Incentive (MBI) instruments
to incentivize responsible water resources management at the national and
community levels.
Among the pre-requisites for any sustained and effective progress towards the
implementation of MBIs would be for the Governments of Jamaica and Saint
Lucia to (a) establish the enabling environment for rationalization and consensus
building among the water users at the national and community level; (b) resolve
the implied and/or real policy conflicts between water as an “economic good”
(economic water) and as a social good (social water); (c) realize that MBIs can
play a more effective role than pure subsidies, especially in the agriculture sector.
The challenge of determining the real value of water
While the water policies of both countries convey a strong recognition of water
resources and the water supply, as assets that provide services with real value to
consumers, for various reasons, the real, monetary value of these assets has not
been fully determined. It would be useful to determine how investments in the
countries’ water sector are framed and what factors are built into cost-benefit
analyses of watershed management and/or protection projects. It is only when all
services and values from such investments in the water supply are included that
the real value of water will be reflected in such investment decisions.
The challenge of managing water allocation
The Analyses revealed a tentative approach to dealing with the water demands in
the agriculture/rural sector in both islands. On the one hand, the Governments
are keen to sustain the role of the agriculture sector to rural development in
particular and generally to national development. On the other hand the
Governments appear reluctant to broach the broader issues of the allocation and
sustainable water use within the agriculture sector.
The analyses revealed that generally, in the Caribbean there is not a strong ethic
of reuse and recycling of water especially in the agriculture sector. This could be
interpreted to mean that a dysfunction exists between allocation and pricing of
water and that tariffs are not set at a level that induce consumers to manage their
demand for water and to use water efficiently. Such an ethic is unlikely to emerge
if there is not a clear appreciation of the economic value of water on the part of
water providers and consumers alike and if water recycling and reuse incentives
are not built into water tariff. However, it is noted that the recycling and re-use of
water for irrigation would first require that critical challenges are addressed, such
as controlling pollution, preventing soil and water salinization and eliminating
public health risks.
A major conclusion from the analyses is that improving allocative efficiency will
require a range of measures that include allocating water to the “highest value”
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uses through water markets, water rights systems or other economic or
regulatory allocation mechanisms, as well as through adequate, cost-benefit
assessments. Highest value uses must take into account social and
environmental and economic considerations. Likewise costs and benefits need to
be assessed in social and economic terms.

3.

Conclusions Specific to Jamaica

The situational analysis suggests that a reasonably informed and steady policy
and institutional basis for effective water resources management exists in
Jamaica. An integrated policy landscape is gradually taking root and definitive
attempts are being made in several critical areas especially in resource
monitoring and assessment. The establishment of a National Integrated
Watershed Management Council (NIWMC) is a particularly novel mechanism that
can be replicated in other Caribbean countries. In these and several other
respects, Jamaica’s water resources management could be described as being
more advanced than that of many other Caribbean countries
However, many and diverse challenges plague Jamaica’s water sector. This is in
some ways a reflection of the depth and scope of the improvements that need to
be made in other Caribbean countries, especially in the area of financing water
production and protection services.
In this regard, the focus of Jamaica’s Water Policy seems to be on securing
private sector participation in the water sector. Such participation has not been
forthcoming. In any event, it is clear that private sector participation is unlikely to
ameliorate the impact of low population densities, low income, high poverty levels
and high unemployment and under-employment; neither will it remove the need
for heavy subsidies by the Government in the water sector.
One criticism of Jamaica’s Water Policy is that it does not adequately locate
water allocation strategies within the broader context of Jamaica’s national
development goals. While the links with other national policies have been
indicated, the links between allocation decisions and national development and
economic planning processes appears to be missing.
A critical issue that needs to be addressed in arriving at a balanced and
appropriate pricing and allocation mechanism within the water sector is the
relative contribution of the respective economic sectors to social and economic
development. In this regard, the incentives granted to the tourism sector vis-à-vis
agriculture and manufacturing would need to be weighed against the incentives
granted to various groups of water users and their positive and/or negative
contributions to water resources management in particular and to national
development in general.
Tourism actors have repeatedly complained that they carry an inordinate tax
burden compared to farmers who pay little or no tax but continue to receive
heavy incentives and subsidies with few conditions attached. Further, hoteliers
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point to the sizeable, net contribution of the tourism industry to Jamaica’s Gross
National Product (GNP) and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) respectively, relative
to the contribution of the agriculture and manufacturing sectors.
Against this background, the offer of additional incentives to farmers to
encourage sound farming practices including prudent water use is unlikely to be
accepted by hoteliers.
The heavy use of water by the agriculture sector justifies concern. The National
Irrigation Commission (NIC) has a clear mandate to encourage water use
efficiencies in the sector but it is not clear whether its efforts in this regard are
bearing fruit. However, it is acknowledged that introducing supply efficiencies,
such as reducing unaccounted-for-water, rehabilitating irrigation systems and
introducing innovations such as drip irrigation and dried sewerage, requires a
significant capital outlay that water service providers in Jamaica and elsewhere in
the Caribbean cannot afford.
While the concerns and arguments of tourism actors have considerable merit, the
contribution of the agriculture sector to food security, poverty reduction and rural
development must also be taken into account in determining an appropriate
pricing and allocation mechanism. However, except for its limited treatment within
the context of health and sanitation and rural development, the centrality of
poverty reduction to the success of cost recovery initiatives in the water sector
has not been adequately addressed in the Policy.
While data on water use in agriculture and non-agriculture are available, there is
no indication that this data has been incorporated into poverty analyses. Such
analyses would be particularly useful in informing allocation decisions to
agriculture and to the rural economy in general. While there are undoubtedly food
productivity and nutritional gains from irrigated agriculture, and while the
subsidies from under-priced water received by farmers can be justified on the
basis of cheap food for the poor, irrigation coverage and crop productivity levels,
the benefits from these developments may not be reaching the poor. Unless
these efforts are targeted at the poor, valuable subsidies will continue to be
wasted; the plight of the poor will worsen; and the financial position of water
service providers will continue to deteriorate.
There is considerable scope for MBIs to be used to promote the reuse and
recycling of water, especially in the major economic sectors. Generally, in the
Caribbean there is not a strong ethic of reuse and recycling of water. This could
be interpreted to mean that a dysfunction exists between allocation and pricing of
water and that tariffs are not set at a level that induce consumers to manage their
demand for water and to use water efficiently. Such an ethic is unlikely to emerge
if there is not a clear appreciation of the economic value of water on the part of
water providers and consumers alike and if water recycling and reuse incentives
are not built into water tariffs. However, it is noted that the recycling and re-use of
water for irrigation would first require that critical challenges are addressed, such
as controlling pollution, preventing soil and water salinization and eliminating
public health risks.
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Further, the critical role of water in livelihood provision and protection would need
to be properly analyzed within the context of issues relating to the degradation of
soils, forests, biodiversity, water quantity and quality and the relationship
between these parameters and environmental costs and protection measures.
Ideally, pricing mechanisms in the water sector should be informed by the results
of analyses of the costs of the deterioration and loss of environmental assets to
economic, social and environmental sustainability and the benefits that may be
derived by the introduction of different water resources management approaches
on the one hand and price and non-price mechanisms on the other.
Conclusion
Improving allocation efficiency in Jamaica and the rest of the Caribbean will
require a range of measures that include allocating water to the “highest value”
uses through water markets, water rights systems or other economic or
regulatory allocation mechanisms, as well as through adequate, cost-benefit
assessments. Highest value uses must take into account social and
environmental and economic considerations. Likewise, costs and benefits need
to be assessed in social and economic terms.
4.

Conclusions Specific to Saint Lucia

4.1

Prospects

The analysis of Saint Lucia’s Water sector, in particular its National Water Policy
and National Water and Sewerage Act 2004 offers the promise of a significant
improvement in the overall approach to the management of water resources. Of
central importance to the concerns of this Paper are the following measures that
offer a framework for the introduction and management of market-based
instruments in the water sector:
(a)

The adoption of a participatory approach to water development
and management, involving users, planners and policy makers
at all levels.

This principle in enshrined in and supported by concrete proposals to adopt
IWRM approaches as the basis for coordinating the development of water, land
and related resources; maximizing equitable economic and social welfare while
maintaining environmental sustainability; and sustaining the involvement of all
stakeholders in the management of water in all its aspects and interactions.
(b)

The adoption of equitable and efficient allocation and pricing
mechanisms

Of relevance here is Government’s stated intention to apply a combination of
appropriate administrative and economic instruments including tariffs that are
affordable, acceptable and administratively feasible. The use of economic
incentives to encourage water conservation and storage technologies and the
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proposed implementation of a balanced programme of reforms to correct price
distortions in the major economic sectors are noteworthy features of the Policy.
(c)

The promotion of community participation in water resources
management

Also noteworthy is Government’s intention to build adequate management
capacity at the central and local levels. In this regard, Government intends to
train community members to undertake monitoring, surveillance and
management of water and sanitation services (presumably for a fee). Private and
cooperative involvement in public irrigation and water management systems is to
be facilitated through groups or associations that could function as legal entities
where this is deemed to be the best model for a particular system. In this respect,
the intention to form water user associations at the local or community level, in
theory at least, should provide identifiable and cohesive groups that could
facilitate sustained dialogue and negotiations between water resource managers
and providers on the one hand and users on the other hand.
4.2

Challenges

The situational analysis of the water sector in Saint Lucia, confirms the deep and
wide-ranging challenges that attend efforts at financing water production and
protection services in small island developing states. Given the current state of
the infrastructure and institutional arrangements in that island, investments will
involve a high minimum capital outlay (approximately EC$ 90 million1 over the
next decade) and long pay-back periods as well as greater risks and lower rates
of return than other forms of infrastructure. The monopolistic nature of the sector
and its social sensitivity will undoubtedly require continued government
intervention (especially to protect marginalized groups and to ensure service
quality) which generally does not always bring about financial sustainability and
private sector participation in the sector.
While the National Water Policy and the Water and Sewerage Act propose
various mechanisms for financing water production and watershed protection, it
is clear that full cost recovery in Saint Lucia water sector is not likely to be
achieved solely from the water tariff and that the Government will be required to
provide direct and indirect subsidies for some period. With over 90% of
consumers in the residential/domestic user category paying the lowest water
rate, and with the high rates of poverty (averaging 20%) and unemployment at
8% respectively, the effect of cross-subsidies will be minimal.
It is also clear that in the absence of sustained reform of the governance of the
sector, high capital investments are not likely to lead to effective provision of
services. Even if the desired level of investment is achieved, this may only place
unbearable pressure on already weak institutions and outstrip the growth of
income necessary to generate revenue for unsustainable operation and
maintenance (OECD, 2004).
1

US$1.00 is equal to EC$2.788
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The approach used in other jurisdictions, particularly in OECD countries of
gradually increasing user fees to first cover operation and maintenance cost and
later to recover capital investments and ultimately reflecting environmental costs
has some applicability to Saint Lucia. The 100% tariff increase in 2000 can be
treated as the first stage of the OECD approach. However, this increase covered
only 50% of the cost of producing, treating and distributing raw water (estimated
at EC$13.00 per 1000 gallons) and was imposed more with the aim of assisting
WASCO to service its loans than as a realistic attempt at cost recovery. While
this tariff hike combined with improvements in billing and collection through an
expanded metering programme helped to increase cash flow, the capital
investments needed to reduce unaccounted-for-water (estimated at 47%) were
not undertaken. The result is that the public has not perceived any marked
improvement arising from the increase. A 2004 Water and Sewerage baseline
Survey Report has revealed that 55% of persons interviewed were definitely not
willing to pay more for water (RAI, 2004).
The Government’s approach is to act on those matters that are within its
immediate sphere of control, by inter alia: (i) establishing the policy and
institutional framework needed to mobilize and allocate resources for the water
sector; (ii) ensuring the delivery of water services in an efficient and effective
manner; (iii) separating policy-making, regulation and service provision functions;
(iv) making service providers accountable to both customers and to regulators,
through performance contracts; (v) moving away from a reliance on taxes to user
charges as the basis of cost recovery in the sector and (vi) pursuing private
sector participation in the water sector. The effectiveness of the first five
initiatives will determine Government’s ability to induce private sector
participation in the water sector. However, whether or not the private sector
participation is achieved, these reforms must be implemented.
The successful reform of the electricity sector offers hope for the success of ongoing reform of the water sector. But as was the case with the electricity sector,
the reform of the water sector must be treated as an iterative process that is
refined and modified in the light of data and experience. All the major
stakeholders should be involved in the process and there should be regular
feedback between policy makers and those involved in implementing and
financing the requisite policy changes.
4.3

Rationalization of Institutional Roles and Responsibilities

Effective implementation of the National Water Policy and the Water and
Sewerage Act will fall to the Water Resources Management Agency and the
National Water and Sewerage Commission respectively. The real challenge for
these entities will be in their “management disposition” that is, the degree to
which they are structured and organized to practice Integrated Water Resource
Management principles. It is clear that the current centralized approaches are
inappropriate and would have to be changed to permit horizontal and vertical
integration and coordination of systems that facilitate the active participation and
involvement of communities living in and around watersheds as well as water
40

APPENDIX 8
users. In this regard, the pertinent operational issues would revolve equally
around the way in which the entities will discharge their functions and the
principles they will uphold.
Some significant pointers of the new institutional culture would include the
composition of the respective entities; the level of inclusion of national water user
groups and associations and communities living in or near watersheds in
decisions regarding;
• the issuance of abstraction licenses and permits for use of water in
water control areas;
• the development of watershed management plans;
• the preparation of water master plans and allocations schemes;
• the conduct of water resources assessment and planning, including
surveying, monitoring, research and development.
Much will depend on the level of awareness of water resource managers of
innovative water resource management approaches used elsewhere and their
willingness to examine the adaptability of these approaches within the national
context. In this regard, active participation of the WRMA and the NWSC in
CANARI’s Action Learning Group (ALG) and in other regional water-based
initiatives such as the CEHI/GEF/UNEP Integrated Watershed and Coastal Area
Management Project (IWCAM) and the OAS Integrated Water Resources
Network (IWRN) should assist in building the requisite knowledge and
awareness.
4.4

Recommendations

It is recommended that CANARI should, as a first step, develop a short to
medium term strategy to engage water sector managers in Saint Lucia in
dialogue regarding the prospects of introducing market-based instruments to
support the objectives of the National Water Policy and the Water and Sewerage
Act. Elements of this strategy might include:
• reaching agreement with water resource management entities on
an Education and Awareness Programme regarding the use of
MBIs in cost pricing for water production and protection;
• exposing representative of water resource management entities to
best practice in the use of MBIs in cost pricing for water production
and protection;
• identifying and designing pilot initiatives to test the feasibility of
MBIs in cost pricing for water production and protection in select
locations;
• assisting in reviewing potential or actual areas of policy conflicts in
Saint Lucia’s water sector.

Cletus I. Springer
October, 2005
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The Integrated Forest Management and Development Programme (IFMDP) and
Forest User Groups of St. Vincent and the Grenadines: A case study in communitybased watershed protection
Executive Summary
St.Vincent and the Grenadines has a long history of recognizing the links between
forested watersheds and protection of water resources. In 1791, Order No. 5 established
the Kings Hill Reserve, making it one of the oldest forest reserves in the Americas. In
1912, all land above 330m in elevation was designated as Crown Land, reserved by law
to protect forests in the upper watersheds (UNEP 1992). Circumstances have changed in
St. Vincent since colonial times with an increased population and associated pressures for
development from diverse economic sectors (e.g. agriculture, tourism, energy) placing
pressures on land use and high demands on limited water resources. The legislative and
enforcement approach has largely failed to secure these resources in contemporary times.
The people of St. Vincent have traditionally accessed forests for hunting, charcoal
production, extraction of timber and non-timber forest products. The increasing use of the
forests for marijuana cultivation over the past decade, which is attributed to the economic
hardships suffered as a result of the downturn in the agriculture sector, has resulted in
severe negative impacts on several important watersheds. In 2002, it was estimated that
there were as many as 1,500 marijuana (locally called ganja) farmers cultivating in excess
of 1200 ha (3000 acres) in hills of St. Vincent (GOSVG 2002).
These economic and social realities of the country have led to an exploratory policy
climate that seeks to address the challenge of deforestation through a participatory based
approach with sensitivity to securing livelihoods in rural communities. This has led to
non-traditional alliances and novel financial arrangements among stakeholders. This case
study examines the means by which the Government of St Vincent and the Grenadines
through the Integrated Forest Management and Development Programme (IFMDP) are
striving to protect watersheds while providing sustainable local benefits to Forest User
Groups who are interested in providing watershed protection services
In 2003, the Government of St. Vincent and the Grenadines established the IFMDP with
the intention of fostering community involvement in watershed management and
providing alternative livelihoods to forest dwellers (ganja cultivators) and rural
communities. The overall programme objective is stated as “The sustainable management
of forest resources thereby ensuring protection of the nation’s water supplies, eco tourism
potential and bio-diversity, whilst at the same time, protecting the livelihood of other
forest users”.
The Integrated Forest Management and Development Programme’ has three (3) main
components which are:
 The Programme Management Unit (PMU) to oversee the development and
implementation of the programme components, ensuring collaboration and
cooperation between stakeholders.
 The Strengthening of the Forestry Department to ensure that the department has
the infrastructure, workforce and legislative support to ensure effective
management of the forest resources.
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The Alternative Community Livelihood Projects (ACLP) that will aid in the
development of viable employment alternatives in rural communities, preventing
deforestation while promoting the sustainable use of the forest resources

As a result of a Cabinet decision in 2003, IFMDP receives 60% of its funding from
Government under its Capital Projects and an additional 40% shared equally from St.
Vincent Electricity Services Ltd. (VINLEC) and the Central Water and Sewerage
Authority (CWSA). This decision by Government reflects an adoption of a market based
system which acknowledges that key beneficiaries of watershed services should provide
financial support to securing those services. The IFMDP also recognizes that the
challenge of watershed management requires more than a heavy handed jurisdictional
approach since the issue lies with providing marijuana farmers with alternative
livelihoods in communities where there are very few alternatives. The Alternative
Community Livelihoods Programme (ACLP) component, serves as a poverty reduction
component through which the programme works with Forest User Groups to identify and
develop viable economic alternatives to marijuana farming while they help restore the
watersheds. These alternatives include the sustainable use of timber, non-timber forest
products and the production and sale of charcoal.
Forest User Group Profiles: Friends of the Environment is a group based in the North
Leeward Community in Chateaubelair and consists mainly of former marijuana
cultivators seeking alternative livelihoods. The group has been in existence for 2 years
and the total membership stands at 14 officially. They are registered, have a
constitution, members hold leadership positions and have routine meetings. This group
has secured reforestation contracts with Forestry Department under IFMDP and has
reforested approximately 10 acres of former marijuana plantations in the Upper
Richmond watershed. Keepers of the Environment is a branch of the community group
based in the Colonarie watershed. It consists of 13 members and is about one year old.
Preliminary lessons learnt from the IFMDP-ACLP and the Forest User Groups


The ACLP urgently needs additional financial support, which will be sought
under the Social Improvement Fund (SIF) a European Union poverty reduction
scheme



Forest User Groups have expressed interest in skills training in areas such as
chainsaw handling, nursery management, kiln production of charcoal. These are
seen as essential to developing alternative livelihoods and therefore training, and
the funding to support it, is perceived as a priority.



The alternative livelihood strategies proposed by the Forest User Groups are yet
to be assessed in terms of their viability as livelihood options for Group members.
There is a need to determine whether a market exists for the products they intend
to deliver. A capacity needs assessment is also required to identify the gaps in
skills and financial requirements needed for the Groups to function essentially as
small business entities.



The Forestry Liaison Officer currently serves as the connection between the
Project Steering Committee (PSC) and the Forest User Groups. Forest User
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Groups are therefore currently excluded from direct involvement in this level of
decision making. It is suggested that the programme’s commitment to
participatory processes would be better served by adding Forest User Group
representatives to the Project Steering Committee (PSC)


In some instances, Forest User Groups have a sense of insecurity or frustration as
a result of the informal nature of some of the institutional arrangements. More
formal and secure arrangements e.g. a ‘letter of comfort’ for access to Crown
Lands for nursery project in Chateaubelair) are perceived to be necessary for the
Groups to achieve their aims.



The aims and objectives of the programme need to be made more explicit to all its
stakeholders and particularly to the Forest User Groups members. This is
important in managing expectations and avoiding disillusionment. Some Forest
Users seem to perceive the IFMDP as a source of salaried employment whereas
the principal objective is to facilitate processes that lead to Groups achieving self
sustainability through their chosen forms of alternative livelihoods.

The IFMDP represents an innovative approach to watershed management for St. Vincent
and the islands of the Eastern Caribbean. It recognizes that the traditional approach of
legislation and enforcement has largely failed to prevent increasing rate of deforestation,
particularly in the face of current economic challenges. The approach towards financial
mechanisms adopted for facilitating protection of watersheds and addressing livelihood
have occurred within a supportive policy framework which includes:


a change in the conceptualisation of the institutional framework to connect water
resource management with the institutions responsible for management of the
sources of water (i.e. watersheds) and the beneficiaries of these services;.



recognition that the resources of the Forestry Department are stretched and that
maintenance of the country’s watersheds requires an integrated strategy with
inputs from other major stakeholders and beneficiaries of effective watershed
management.



acknowledgement that the strategy needs to address the livelihood needs of those
affected by the downturn in the banana industry, and particularly the Forest Users
engaged in marijuana cultivation. Thus IFMDP has sought to include Forest
Users as legitimate partners in its objective of securing watershed protection
while aiming to provide alternative livelihoods.



The institutional arrangements set out for the IFMDP at the Programme Steering
Committee level facilitates a non-traditional partnership between watershed
management agencies and public utilities in supporting watershed management.
Both the CWSA and VINLEC are key economic beneficiaries of water resource
use and are in a position that allows them to provide combined resources to
support the objectives of the Forestry Department in protecting watersheds while
sustaining the water required for their businesses. Although the Programme has
only engaged the utility companies to date, which are statutory in nature, the
arrangement offers the potential for partnership with private sector entities.
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