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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Fish sanctuaries are usually declared to establish and maintain a particular area in a water 

body as a permanent shelter for protection of fish for natural propagation.  Establishment 

of fish sanctuaries is one of the effective tools used for conserving fish stock, preserving 

biodiversity and increasing fish production (Naser, S.M.A, 2010).   

In Jamaica, Special Fishery Conservation Areas, formerly Fish Sanctuaries are no-fishing 

zones reserved for the reproduction of fish population.  It is therefore illegal and 

punishable by law to engage in any unauthorized fishing activity in the demarcated zones 

(Ministry of Agriculture & Fisheries, 2011).  Currently, special permits may be obtained to 

allow fishing of only Lionfish from these zones.  

The benefits of Special Fishery Conservation Areas (SFCA) are numerous and the 

establishment of these zones is anticipated to gradually increase the fish populations 

affected by over fishing, habitat degradation and land based pollution, among other 

stressors.  According to the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Fisheries Division, SFCA 

establishment has been scientifically proven to improve fish stocks by 3 to 21 times its 

original biomass.  The SFCAs will also maintain genetic diversity of marine species within 

Jamaica’s waters, reducing the probability of extinction.  The habitats provide the marine 

species the opportunity to reach full sexual maturity therefore increasing their egg 

production/spawning potential and survival of the species overall (Ministry of Agriculture 

& Fisheries, 2011).   

The benefits of SFCAs are far reaching and include:   

1. The fish population will rise in sanctuary as well as surrounding 

waters 

2. Other fishing grounds also benefit due to a 'spill over' of fish 

from the reserve, moving into areas where fishing is allowed 

3. Larger fishes will be found in greater numbers over time (See 

Figure a.) 

4. The aquatic environmental conditions will improve over time 

5. Other marine life besides fish will grow healthier and 

ecosystems will develop better  

6. The fishing industry will gain greater income/capital 

7. The tourism industry (eco-tourism) may possibly experience 

increased capital gain as clean waters and vast fish reserves 

outside sanctuary may attract tourists who wish see tropical 

fishes (diving/snorkeling) and healthier reefs 
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8. Fishers will gain valuable knowledge about the importance of managing fish reserves and 

will understand how to do so 

9. The communities will prosper from tourism and fishing resulting in increased economic 

activities  

 
Figure a. Larger fish over time 

 

There are currently 12 declared SFCAs in Jamaica and it is envisioned that there will be an 

increased effort in establishing more in Jamaica (Ministry of Agriculture & Fisheries, 2011).   

Currently there exists a national system of SFCAs that seeks to improve the sustainability of 

the fishing industry in Jamaica; this is currently lead by the Fisheries Division through the 

Jamaica Fish Sanctuary Network, an alliance of Local Managing Entities (LME) made up of 

Non Governmental Organizations (NGO) and Community Based Organizations (CBO)  

focused on the management of SFCAs.  

The criteria (Aiken, 2014) that the fish sanctuary sub-committee of the Fisheries Advisory 

Board has used since 2009 for choosing areas and assessing potential areas as an SFCA 

include the following: 

 Possess healthy and relatively undamaged coral reefs 

 Have relatively moderate to large numbers of coral reef fish and associated species present 

on a permanent basis (that is, all times of the calendar year) 

 Should ideally be associated with adjoining healthy mangrove growth (not an absolute 

requirement in all cases) 

 Be relatively unpolluted (free from industrial or agricultural chemicals and/or large 

amounts of suspended matter from terrestrial run-off, or proximity to landfills) 

 Should not be surrounded by substantial human habitation or physical development in 

close proximity 
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 Ideally, be associated with at least one functioning NGO which will operate the sanctuary 

and enforce the regulations protecting the fish sanctuary (this may be considered on an 

individual basis) 

 Should not be an area whose designation as a fish sanctuary would cause massive and 

irreparable displacement of large numbers of fishers (who had no alternative location or 

fishing grounds to turn to) 

 Should have significant conservation support from the adjoining fisher community and 

 Should be a minimum of 20 sq. km and should ideally be larger (N.B. this figure is flexible 

depending on individual site). 

 

Other factors to note are: 

 All marine areas, in order to be considered as sanctuaries, must be surveyed 

by recognised technical experts prior to declaration, in order to assess overall value 

as a fish sanctuary (in order to provide information for later comparisons to 

determine relative success and functioning after declaration) 

 Assessment surveys should be done at least an annual basis by competent 

individuals and/or organizations following declaration 

 All fish sanctuary proposals must be directed to, and be comprehensively assessed 

and approved by  the Fish Sanctuaries Sub-Committee of the Fisheries Advisory 

Board 

 If approved, Gazetting and declaration will follow after the required due diligence. 

Portland supports vibrant fishing communities and there is a great need to effectively 

manage the fishable resources and the marine environment that supports them. 

The efforts to establish a SFCA in Portland are supported by many stakeholders as the need 

for additional protection of marine species is evident. PEPA worked with three fishing 

groups to control the invasive Lionfish where the members expressed their support for the 

establishment of a SFCA. This initiative has since been endorsed by the Fisheries Division 

as it is in keeping with the National Fisheries Policy and the local stakeholders have 

recognized the need for the establishment of a SFCA.  Finally, members of the Portland 

Chamber of Commerce, Portland Resort Board and a potential private donor all expressed 

their support for the establishment of a SFCA in Portland.  In addition, potential partners in 

the form of the Oracabessa Bay Special Fishery Conservation Area Management Committee, 

the Alligator Head Marine Lab and the Discovery Bay Marine Lab. have also agreed to assist 

with its establishment and provision of future technical support where needed.   

Discussions were held with the Fisheries Division where four potential sites were 

highlighted towards site selection and declaration, based on further study.  These sites 

included Port Antonio (West Harbour), Turtle Crawle, San San and Manchioneal (See 

Appendix 3 for maps).  San San Bay/Alligator Head was later added as a potential site 
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based on site suitability as well as marine research and development in this area with 

another potential partner, TBA 21 Foundation.  

 

Partnerships and Funding 

TBA-21 Academy - TBA21–Academy is an itinerant site of cultural production that 

integrates art, science and sustainability; a fellowship bringing artists, scientists and 

thinkers together.  The initiative to develop a SFCA in Portland was supported by the TBA-

21 Academy which provided the initial funding for administrative support to PEPA to 

implement stakeholder consultations and to raise public awareness on the SFCA initiative.  

University of the West Indies - TBA-21 Academy has provided funding to the University of 

the West Indies to establish a marine lab in Portland.  The Alligator Head Marine Lab 

(AHML) has been created to raise awareness of environmental issues in Portland through 

research and public outreach, with the aim to reverse the destructive tendencies that have 

plagued the area, and ultimately revitalize the reefs and protect the underwater sea life, 

with the understanding that fishing is an integral part of seashore communities, whose 

lives depend on the ocean.  AHML, a new platform created by the TBA-21 Academy and the 

University of the West Indies (UWI), has made a strong commitment to reverse the 

destructive tendencies that have plagued the coast of Portland by supporting the 

establishment of a SFCA.  

Consequently, the UWI has been responsible for conducting the requisite scientific 

assessment of the four proposed sites in order to ascertain if any of them satisfies the 

criteria for establishment of a SCFA and if so, to what extent.  

CARIB-SAVE/C-FISH - The INTASAVE Partnership and CARIBSAVE (INTASAVE-

CARIBSAVE) are international not-for-profit organizations with regional headquarters and 

operational offices in Africa (South Africa) and the Caribbean (Barbados and Jamaica) and 

central administrative offices in UK/Europe. 

 

Caribbean Fish Sanctuary Partnership (C-FISH) is an Initiative of CARIBSAVE, which was 

launched in November of 2012 in Bluefields, Westmoreland. This Initiative is aimed at 

strengthening community-based marine protected areas (in particular fish sanctuaries) by 

providing resources, training and alternative livelihood opportunities across the Caribbean. 

To this end, the CARIBSAVE committed support through the initial funding support for a 

series of public consultations with local stakeholders in Portland. The consultations served 

to:  
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 Promote and sensitize stakeholders on the importance of a Special Fishery 

Conservation Area (SFCA).  

 Gain consensus of the need for the SFCA.  

 Conduct scientific assessment of the 4 potential sites and select the site for 

declaration.  

 Gain input from the local stakeholders on the preferred site for the location of the 

SFCA. 

Portland Environment Protection Association (PEPA) – PEPA is a registered limited liability 

non-profit company with 25 years of experience in the implementation of various 

environmental projects.  The organization’s role in the project is to manage the execution of 

public consultations and related activities towards achieving consensus amongst 

stakeholders for the establishment of a Special Fishery Conservation Area (SFCA) in the 

parish of Portland, Jamaica.   

When the SFCA is established, it is envisioned that PEPA will be given the responsibility of 

managing the SFCA on behalf of the Fisheries Division.  

The Fisheries Division – The Fisheries Division is the government entity with prime 

responsibility for the establishment and management of SFCAs in Jamaica.  They will be 

responsible for the monitoring of the management of the SFCA and have so far taken part in 

the necessary stakeholder consultations. 

The Fisheries Division will ultimately be the decision makers on which site is to be declared 

based on verification of the results of the scientific assessment and the findings from the 

various public consultations. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The study sought to carry out consultations and related activities towards achieving 

consensus amongst stakeholders for the establishment of a Special Fishery Conservation 

Area (SFCA) in the parish of Portland, Jamaica.   

This study was designed to satisfy the following objectives: 

1. Identify issues associated with the coastal/marine environment in Portland 

2. Ascertain stakeholders’ knowledge of fish sanctuaries/special fishery conservation areas 

3. Ascertain stakeholders’ views on the most suitable location for the proposed SFCA 

4. Determine stakeholders’ willingness to participate in the management of the SFCA and 

willingness to pay/contribute to for environmental services related to the SFCA 

 

Methodology – Undertaking the study towards establishing a SFCA  

It is widely known and accepted that research can be approached using both qualitative 

and quantitative methods. Although quantitative methods are often used in some studies 

because of their ability to be scientific, qualitative approaches are also very common. 

Qualitative research is explorative in nature and is used to study individual cases and to find 

out how people think or feel in detail as was done for some of the participants in the study. 

This study utilized both qualitative and quantitative approach toward achieving the stated 

objectives. 

Qualitative Approach - Interviews 

1. Interviews were conducted with 32 key stakeholders to include; 16 tourism stakeholders,  

executive members from fishing cooperatives/influential fishers in close proximity to the 4 

proposed sites, the Fisheries Division, the Portland Chamber of Commerce, Portland Parish 

Development Committee, the Marine Police, the Social Development Commission and 

representative/s from the Portland Resort Board. The formal interviews were conducted to 

provide a detailed description of the initiative to the aforementioned key stakeholders who 

are considered integral to the success of the SFCA and who could effectively convey the 

message to their wider membership of the importance and impact on the groups they 

represent (See Table 1 for the list of stakeholders interviewed).  The views and concerns of 

these stakeholders are documented under research findings and results.  

Discussions were held with representatives of the Fisheries Division and other stakeholders 

and included the possible development of alternative livelihoods, including the use of boats 

for tours and the redevelopment of the oyster industry in Portland.   

These stakeholders were selected because they represented groups that would be directly 

impacted by the establishment of the SFCA; it was determined that the input of these 
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persons was key to the process of ascertaining their views toward informing any strategy 

that may be employed in the establishment and subsequent management of the SFCA. 

While the formal interviews were limited to the aforementioned stakeholders, the wider 

membership of the various communities (to include church groups, householders, and other 

community interests) were sensitized and their input garnered at the various public 

consultations that were held.  

 

2. Public consultations were held at fishing beaches and community buildings to sensitize the 

fisherfolk of the proposed plan and share the experience of fishers from other sanctuaries 

(e.g. Oracabessa), discussed their concerns and wishes, recorded the input of the local 

stakeholders and built consensus.  Consultations were held with the Port Antonio, Buff Bay 

and Manchioneal Community Development Committees (CDCs), along with other 

community groups - (See Table 2 for list of public consultations held).  The views and 

concerns of these stakeholders are documented under research findings and results. 

Table 1. List of Stakeholders Interviewed 

Tourism Stakeholders 

No. Name Category Remarks 

1 Zion Country Villa  

2 Hotel Jamaica Colours Villa  

3 Great Huts Villa  

4 Mockingbird Hotel Hotel  

5 Goblin Hill Hotel Hotel  

6 San San Tropez Villa  

7 San San Beach Beach  

8 Drapers San Villa  

9 Wilks’ Bay Villa  

10 Bayview Villas Villa  

11 Hotel Tim Bamboo Hotel  

12 De Montevin Lodge Villa  

13 Yousch Cafe Restaurant  

14 Lady G’Diver Diving Facility Dive shop  

15 Errol Flynn Marina Marina  

16 Marybelle Restaurant  

17 Trident Hotel Hotel Did not respond 

18 Gee Jam Hotel Hotel Did not respond 

19 Frenchmans Cove  Villa Did not respond 

20 The Fan Villa Did not respond 

Influential Fisher folk 

21 Port Antonio (East Harbour) – Desmond 
Scott 

Fisherman   

22 Port Antonio (East Harbour) – Katus 
Osbourne 

Fisherman  

23 Port Antonio (East Harbour) – Fedlyn Daley Fisherman  
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24 Port Antonio (East Harbour – Earl Beal Fisherman  

25 Manchioneal  - Vinton Thompson Fisherman  

26 Manchioneal – David Duncan Fisherman  

27 Port Antonio (West Harbour) – George 
Williams 

Fisherman  

28 Port Antonio Fisherman’s Cooperative – Ian 
Edwards 

Fisherman  

29 Buff Bay Fishermen Coop – Desiree 
Gutzmore 

President   

Other Stakeholders 

30 Sergeant Powell Portland Marine Police  

31 Larry Robertson Portland Resort Board  

32 Omar Doyley Portland Parish 
Development Committee 

 

33 Daney-Ann Thomas Portland Chamber of 
Commerce 

 

34 Dowen Wynter & G.A Kong Fisheries Division  

35 Ishiwawa Hope Social Development 
Commission 

 

36 Nicole Condappa Portland Parish Council  

 

Table 2. List of Public Consultations held 

 

 

No. Group Date of meeting Venue 

1. Hope Bay Fishermen Cooperative July 17, 2014 Hope Bay Fishing 
Beach 

2. Port Antonio Community Development 
Committee 

July 24, 2014 NEPA Conference 
Room 

3. Portland Resort Board/ Portland 
Development Committee 

July 31, 2014 Portland Parish 
Council Chambers 

4. Port Antonio East fishermen July 31, 2014 Prospect Beach 

5. Drapers Fishermen August 12, 2014 Blue Lagoon 

6. Buff Bay Community Development 
Committee 

August 13, 2014 Buff Bay Courthouse 

7. Bryans Bay Fishermen August 20, 2014 & 
October 30, 2014 

Port Antonio Seventh 
Day Adventist Church 
& Bryans Bay beach 

8. Manchioneal Community Development 
Committee 

August 20, 2014 Manchioneal Seventh 
Day Adventist Church 

9. Manchioneal Fishermen  November 13, 2014 & Manchioneal Beach 

10. San San Citizens Association October 11, 2014 Goblin Hill Hotel 
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Quantitative Approach - Questionnaires 

A structured questionnaire (See Appendix 1) was administered to the respondents by 

respective interviewers.   

The instrument was designed to capture information on; 

1. Demographics 

2. Fisher folks’ knowledge of SFCA 

3. Knowledge and Attitude of Fisher folk toward the development of a SFCA  

The questionnaire was pretested with fisher folk from the community of Boston.  The 

questionnaire was read to each participant because of the awareness that some fisher folk 

may not be able to read and/or understand what was written. The pilot was done to check 

the instrument’s reliability and validity. A few changes were made to the questionnaire 

after the pre-test was conducted after being reviewed by representatives of CaribSave and 

the Fisheries Division.  

Each participant in the survey was asked questions from the structured questionnaire 

consisting of both closed and open ended questions.  The Questionnaires were 

administered at the fishing beaches located close to the 4 proposed sites. Eighty 

questionnaires were administered across the sites; 27 at Manchioneal, 8 at Drapers/San 

San, and 28 at Port Antonio – East and 17 at Port Antonio - West.   

This method was used to gather quantitative data on the views of the fishermen as it 

relates to the establishment of the Special Fishery Conservation Area.  Given the population 

size and the nature of the survey, sample size was calculated using a 10% margin of error 

and a 90% confidence level. 

Limitations 

The main limitation to the study was the reluctance of some of the fisher folk to participate 

in the study or to fully answer the questions.  Also, on visiting the various fishing beaches, 

only those present and willing to participate were included in the study.  

Data Analysis 

Questionnaires 

The data were analyzed with the use of illustrations such as pie charts and bar graphs.   
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Semi-structured interviews 

The questions for the semi-structured interviews were arranged around four focus areas. 

Each focus area sought to determine respondent’s views on the proposed Special Fishery 

Conservation Area (SFCA).  The focus areas were: 

 Knowledge of Special Fishery Conservation Areas 

 Financing and Management of SFCA 

 Identified Issues with Coastal/Marine Environment 

 Opinion on where potential SFCA should be located in Portland 

 

  

SURVEY RESULTS & FINDINGS 

Section 1 

Demographic Data 

 
Figure 1.0 Percentage distribution of respondents by location 

 

Figure 1.0 shows that most of the fishermen resided in Port Antonio, which is also the 

parish capital and amounts for the highest population number for the parish.  This also 

implies that most fishing activity would take place in Port Antonio.  
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Figure 1.1 Percentage distribution of respondents by sex 

Figure 1.1 shows that almost all (99%) the fisher folk interviewed were male which is also 

in keeping with fishing data obtained which stated that for the parish and the country that 

shows approximately 95% and 94% respectively, of registered fisher folk in the trade are 

males (Fisheries Division, 2008) .   

 

 
Figure 1.2 Percentage distribution of respondents by marital status 

 

As depicted by Figure 1.2 the majority (57%) of the fisher folk were single. 
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Figure 1.3 Responses on whether fishermen had dependents 

 

Even though the majority of the respondents were single, Figure 1.3 depicts that most 

(92%) had dependents of which they were responsible. 

 
Figure 1.4 Distribution of respondents by Age Group 

Figure 1.4 illustrates that most of the respondents were between the ages 41-50 followed 

by the 18-30 age group.  As depicted, almost all age groups over 18 were adequately 

represented presenting a fairly good mix of youth and those with experience. 
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Figure 1.5 Distribution of respondents by educational level 

A great number of the fishermen obtained up to secondary level education which indicates 

that they should have attained the basic level of education that should enable them to 

understand basic training that will be required for Wardens and alternative livelihood 

programmes should the SFCA be established.   

 

 
Figure 1.6 Distribution of respondents by number of years living in the community 

Most (43) of the respondents lived in their respective communities for over forty years 

(Figure 1.6). 

  

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50

32

46

1 1

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

1 1

11
9

15

43



Page | 14  
 

Section 2 

Fishing Profile  

 
Figure 2.0 Distribution of respondents by number of years fishing 

 

A vast number of the fisher folk (42) have been practicing the fishing trade for over thirty 

years (Figure 2.0).  It is also important to note that none interviewed have been fishing for 

less than one year showing that all respondents may be considered relatively experienced 

in practicing the trade. 

 

 
Figure 2.1 Distribution of respondents by where they fish 
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As depicted in Figure 2.1, an almost equal amount of the fisher folk fished in the Port 

Antonio (West Harbour) and Manchioneal areas and collectively accounted for the majority 

(51) of the respondents.  The other fishing sites mentioned were listed as being “Banks” to 

include mainly Formigas and Albatross Banks. 

 

 
Figure 2.2 Distribution of respondents by fishing methods practiced 

 

Figure 2.2 depicts that most (28) of the fishermen interviewed practiced a combination of 

fishing methods to include spearing, netting, line, use of fish pots/traps. 

 

 
Figure 2.3 Responses on awareness of restrictions on spear fishing,  

net length and mesh size 
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Eighty five percent (85%) of the fishermen reported that they were aware of the 

government’s restriction on spear fishing, net length and mesh size (Figure 2.3).  It is 

important to note that even though they were aware, some admitted to contravening the 

regulations on the specified mesh size and the restrictions on spear fishing due mostly to 

the difficulty in catching fish closer to shore; there are less fish making it harder to allocate 

the desired type, size and amount in a given period.  

 

 
Figure 2.4 Responses on whether respondents possessed a fishing license 

 

It is illustrated in Figure 2.4 that 87% of the respondents possessed the required fishing 

license to practice the trade.  However, it must be noted that there are still 13% without 

while still practicing; this may be due in part to the numerous complaints received from the 

fishermen on the difficulty in obtaining the license – described as being an arduous task.  It 

is also mentioned that the license is too cumbersome and should be redesigned to make 

them smaller and waterproof. 

 

 

87%

13%

Yes

No



Page | 17  
 

 
Figure 2.5 Responses on the length of time fishing licenses are valid 

Even though most (85%) of the respondents stated they possessed a fishing license (see 

Figure 2.4), according to Figure 2.5, most (56%) were incorrect when asked the length of 

time for which the permits were valid. As depicted, only 44% were correct as the license is 

only valid or one year.   

It is clear from this finding that an education campaign is needed by the Fisheries Division 

on fishing licenses, fishing restrictions, enforcement. 

 
Figure 2.6 Responses on whether there were restrictions associated  

with the license 
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The majority (74%) of the respondents was aware of certain restrictions associated with 

the fishing license (Figure 2.6) and listed some as being: 

1. No juvenile fish must be caught 

2. Lobster must only be caught in season 

3. Fishing must be done according to the license they hold/what is stated on the license  

4. No fishing in the harbour 

5. Turtle poaching is banned 

 

 
Figure 2.7 Responses on average income from fishing per week 

A great number of the respondents (47) indicated they made less than $10,000 from fishing 

per week (Figure 2.7).  The respondents practiced fishing as their main source of income 

which has implications for providing for their dependents. 

The fishermen listed several community based organizations/fishing cooperatives they 

were participants in to include: 

1. Port Antonio Fishing Cooperative 

2. Jamaica Fishing Cooperative Union 

3. Blue Lagoon Alliance 

4. Manchioneal Fishing Cooperative 
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Figure 2.8 Responses on whether respondents had another source of income 

 

As depicted in Figure 2.8, most (50%) of the fishermen had another source of income 

although an almost equal amount (46%) said they did not.  Additional income or an 

alternative source of income is important to possess in case of unfavourable weather 

patterns that would prevent the fishermen from going to sea to catch fish or the possibility 

of displacement due to the development of a SFCA. 

For the alternative/additional source of income, the fishermen listed various occupations 

to include the following: 

1. Construction worker 

2. Farmer 

3. Fiber glass boat builder 

4. Carpenter 

5. Caretaker 

6. Lumber Jacks 

7. Barber 

Farming was the most common alternative source of income listed by the fishermen. 
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Figure 2.9 Responses on average income per week from alternate source  

Figure 2.9 shows that the average income per week for most of the respondents (22) for 

the alternate source of income (<$10,000) is almost the same for their main source of 

income but is still important in contributing to the household. 

 
Figure 2.9.1 Responses on whether respondents were members of a fishing society  

or community based organization 
 

Most of the respondents (68%) were members of a fishing society or a community based 

organization. It is important that the respondents are members of community based 

organization/fishing society as it could be used a vehicle in raising awareness on specific 

initiatives that may require the assistance/input/involvement of the fisher folk.  It provides 

for a more structured approach when meeting with them and garnering their support.  
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Section 3 

Knowledge & Attitude of Fisher folk on Special Fishery Conservation Area 

 

 

 
Figure 3.0 Percentage distribution responses on whether respondents 

knew what a Fish Sanctuary/SFCA was 
 

Figure 3.0 depicts that most (74%) of the respondents were aware of what a fish 

sanctuary/SFCA was and could name at least one SFCA found in Jamaica. 

When asked to explain or give an example of what the SFCA was, they mostly mentioned 

that it was a breeding ground for fish; other responses included it being a no fish zone or an 

area where fishing is restricted. 
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Figure 3.1 Percentage distribution on whether respondents thought 

a SFCA should be declared in Portland 
 

It is important to note that 63% of the respondents strongly agreed to have a SFCA 

established in Portland and another 36% agreeing to the initiative making it 99% agreeing 

to a SFCA in the parish. Interestingly, the one who was opposed to the idea explained that it 

would cause the fishermen to be displaced and would lose their livelihood. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.2 Responses on where respondents thought was the most suitable 

location for the SFCA 
 

Of those who agreed to the establishment of a SFCA, most (25) were in favour of Turtle 

Crawle Bay being the most suitable location to having the first SFCA (Figure 2.3).  The most 
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common explanation for the preference was that it has low level of fishing and supports the 

breeding of fish. 

 

 
Figure 3.3 Responses on whether the selected location was home to a 

vast number of fishes 

For those who suggested a location for the SFCA, most (86%) said the respective locations 

chosen were home to vast number of fishes (Figure 3.3). 

 

 

Figure 3.4 Reponses on whether the selected location was a key fishing spot 

Sixty-one percent of the respondents identified the location they chose for the SFCA was a 

key fishing spot (Figure 3.4). 
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Figure 3.5 Responses on whether interviewees thought the establishment 
of a SFCA would benefit them 

 
The chart above (Figure 3.5) depicts that the majority of respondents (91%) thought the 

establishment of a SFCA would benefit them. 

 

 
Figure 3.6 Responses on how respondents thought the SFCA would be  

of benefit to them 

 

For the most part, the respondents thought that they would catch more fish if a SFCA is 

established (42%) while 39% thought they would benefit by catching more, bigger sized 

fish and a wider variety of fish. 
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Figure 3.7 Responses on the status of the respondents catch per day  

over the past 10 years 

The majority of the respondents (82%) shared that they have seen a decline in their fish 

catch per day over the past 10years.  It is important to note though that some (4%) actually 

reported seeing an increase in the number of fish they have caught per day (Figure 3.7). 

 

 

Figure 3.8 Comparison of responses to average catch per day 10 years ago 
to average catch per day in the last 12 months 
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As illustrated in Figure 3.8, most of the respondents (43 or 54%) caught less than 30 

pounds of fish per day in the last 12 months compared to 10 years ago where only 15 of 

them reported catching fewer than 30 pounds of fish at that time.  In addition, it is 

important to note that 24 of the respondents reported catching over 60 pounds of fish per 

day 10years ago where only 19 reported catching the same amount within the last 12 

months, again showing a decline in the fish stock available.  

 

 
Figure 3.9 Responses on whether respondents would be willing to explore  

alternative income generating activities 
 

The majority of the fishermen interviewed (80%) said they would consider alternative 
income generating activities if the SFCA is established but highlighted that it must be as 
viable or close to the amount they are making from fishing (Figure 3.9). 

 

 

Figure 4.0 Responses on whether respondents knew of any SFCA in Jamaica 
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Forty eight percent of the respondents said they knew whether a SFCA was located in 
Jamaica but an almost equal amount of them could not tell where a SFCA was located in 
Jamaica (Figure 4.0). 

 
 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Responses as to whether respondents would be willing to participate 
in the management of an SFCA if declared in Portland 

 
A great number of the respondents (91%) indicated that they would be willing to 

participate in the management of an SFCA is declared in Portland by becoming Wardens or 

any other identified task they are given (Figure 4.1). 
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Towards establishing the SFCA….. 

PUBLIC CONSULTATIONS 
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Public Consultations 

 

Hope Bay Fishermen Cooperative 

The consultation with the Hope Bay fishermen was held on July 17, 2014 at the Hope Bay 

fishing beach.  Forty one persons were in attendance; 38 male and 3 female.  A presentation 

was made to them on the proposed SFCA, benefits and whether they would support the 

establishment of a SFCA in Portland. 

Mr. G. Andre Kong was in attendance and spoke to the fishermen on the proposed new 

fishing regulations, the benefits of having a SFCA declared in Portland and the importance 

of having the support of the fishermen.  They were informed of the proposed sites which 

included: 

1. Port Antonio (West Harbour) 

2. Port Antonio (East Harbour)  

3. Turtle Crawle Bay 

4. San San 

5. Manchioneal 

Discussions were held and the following recommendations were put forward: 

 The fishermen were in agreement with having a SFCA declared and did not object to the 

proposed sites 

 They suggested alternate sites in West Portland that included: 
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o Ship Wreck Rock Area 

o St. Margarets Bay, behind the air strip 

Port Antonio Community Development Committee 

The consultation with the Port Antonio CDC was held on July 24, 2014 at the NEPA 

conference room.   Twelve persons participated in the meeting; seven (7) males and six (6) 

females and included fishermen, community members, and representatives from 

government entities.  

The participants at the meeting were informed on fish sanctuaries/special fishery 

conservation areas, the purpose of the meeting, relevant laws governing the fishing 

industry and finally, they were asked their opinions on having a SFCA declared in Portland.  

The fishermen explained that they were in agreement in having a SFCA declared in 

Portland as a long term effort/action was needed in the parish to sustain the fishing 

industry.  Discussions ensued and the participants expressed concern on whether 

fishermen would be involved in the management of the SFCA.  It was explained to them 

that their involvement would be both direct and indirect; some would be employed to work 

as Wardens with PEPA to enforce the Fisheries regulations, while others would participate 

in trainings and other initiatives that may be implemented by PEPA, Fisheries Division or 

other interested parties at various times.  

The fishermen expressed grave concern with those who practiced diving with compressors 

and pointed out that they were the main ones responsible for the declining fish population.  

This is so due to them catching the fish at nights while they are sleeping and also catching 

the breeding fish.  They recommended that compressor diving should be banned. 

The householders present also expressed concern on the declining size of the fish being 

sold to them.  One said she bought 2 pounds of fish and was handed a parcel with over 10 

juvenile fish; this was very alarming as in the past she was able to get bigger fish. 

They were also presented with the following sites that were being considered and asked 

their views on the best location for the SFCA at this time: 

a. Manchioneal Bay – They expressed that there were too many activities occurring there 

making it too busy/active. These activities included motorized boating, vending etc.  

b. Port Antonio (West Harbour) – Expressed as being too noisy and highly polluted 

c. San San Bay – Motorized vessels present; did not believe the area had much juvenile fish. 

d. Turtle Crawle – Most present were in agreement in having the Turtle Carwle Bay declared 

the first SFCA in Portland.  The explained it housed numerous juvenile fish, was relatively 

undisturbed and had the perfect environment to support breeding. 
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A suggestion that was put forward was to consider protecting San San Bay and Turtle 

Crawle as one SFCA. 

Port Antonio East Fishermen 

The consultation for Port Antonio East Beach – Prospect fishermen, was held on July 31, 

2014 on the Prospect beach.  Twenty three persons were in attendance to include 22 male 

and 1 female.  The participants were mostly fishermen but also included community 

members, and PEPA staff.  The fishermen were briefed on what a SFCA was, the benefits 

and how they could contribute toward management and achieving the desired objective of 

its establishment.  

The fishermen were in agreement with the establishment of a SFCA in Portland as they 

have seen a reduction in fish population over the years. They went on to recommend some 

possible sites to include: 

 Williams Field 

 Manchioneal 

 Port Antonio (East Harbour) 

 Port Antonio (West Harbour) 

 San San Bay (up to Blue Lagoon) 

 Turtle Crawle to Drapers Beach 

 Cocoa Walk to Cold Harbour 

 Alligator Head to Blue Lagoon/Blue Hole  

The recommended sites were discussed and the following points on the possible sites 

were: 

 Williams Field – was not supported 

 Manchioneal- contains rich fish supply 

 Port Antonio (East Harbour) – vital fishing area - not supported for SFCA 

 Port Antonio (West Harbour) – already restricted fishing area monitored by the Marine 

Police 

 San San Bay (up to Blue Lagoon) – supported 

 Turtle Crawle to Drapers Beach - supported 

 Cocoa Walk to Cold Harbour – vital fishing area – not supported for SFCA 

 Alligator Head to Blue Lagoon/Blue Hole – supported  

A recommendation was made to rotate the location fish sanctuaries – they then 

recommended switching locations every 4 years. 
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Portland Resort Board/Portland Parish Development Committee 

The consultation with the Portland Resort Board and the Portland Parish Development 

Committee was held on July 31, 2014 at the Portland Parish Council Chambers.  Fifteen 

(15) persons were in attendance to include 11 male and 4 female.   

A presentation was made to them on the proposed SFCA, benefits and whether they would 

support the establishment of a SFCA in Portland. 

After the sensitization, discussions were held and the following was deduced: 

 The members supported the concept 

 They were in agreement with the proposed sites 

 It was pointed out that NEPA had conducted an assessment that indicated that the area 

from Turtle Crawl to Drapers should be conserved. (Turtle Crawl –Coco Walk: to include 

both bays and the coastal corridor connecting both bays) 

 The Resort Board would endorse project proposal to the Tourism Enhancement Fund for 

financial support 

 They wanted the conservation of turtles to be a part of the preservation efforts 

Drapers Fishermen  

The meeting with Drapers fishermen was held on August 12, 2014 at the Blue Lagoon.  

There were 15 persons in attendance; 14 male and 1 female. The participants were 

informed of the plans to establish a SFCA to improve on the issues affecting the fishing 

industry in Portland. The fishermen were briefed on what a SFCA was, the benefits and 

how they could contribute toward management and achieving the desired objective.  

They explained that they fished in the Drapers/San San area and their access points 

included Turtle Cove and Cocoa Walk. West of Alligator Head (vicinity of Wilks’ Bay) was 

special area to catch Barracuda fish; they also fished in the vicinity of Turtle Crawle (west 

of Dragon Point).  They outlined some issues to include: 

 The Rainbow Parrotfish was no longer present 

 Hogfish and Omlette fish population are rapidly declining 

They further explained that the reduction in the population of fish was due in part to the 

following: 

 Lack of regulations or enforcement of relevant laws/regulations 

 Release of sewage in the San San waters from resorts and houses along the Bay  

The following recommendations were made: 

 In addition to the establishment of the SFCA, controls must be put in place to stymie the 

release of sewage from houses into the San San Bay 
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 Increase net size for net and pot fishing 

 Would like the FD to provide a poster and list of species of local reef fish for identification to 

inform them of the type of fish species present normally found in the area. This is to assist 

them in identifying alien species that may potentially threaten the fishing industry. 

When presented with the possible options for the SFCA, they ranked the sites as follows: 

1. Turtle Crawle 

2. San San Bay 

Buff Bay Community Development Committee 

The consultation with the Buff Bay CDC was held on August 13, 2014 at the Buff Bay 

Courthouse.   Thirty four persons participated in the meeting; 30 male and 4 female and 

included fishermen, community members, and representatives from other community 

based organizations. 

The participants at the meeting were informed on fish sanctuaries/special fishery 

conservation areas, the purpose of the meeting, relevant laws governing the fishing 

industry and finally, they were asked their opinions on having a SFCA declared in Portland. 

The Buff Bay group expressed the following: 

 Declaration of a SFCA in Portland is a good initiative but concerned about enforcement 

which they deemed as limited 

 If the SFCA is declared, the government should provide bigger fishing vessels for the 

fishermen to use in order to assist fishermen in going further from shore to fish and to 

counteract the loss of livelihood as a result of the declaration of the protected area 

 The main concern is the loss of livelihood should the SFCA be declared 

 Fishermen interested in being Wardens 

 Compressor diving negatively affecting the fishing industry- killing out breeding fish; need 

to be addressed 

 Sewage system affecting fishing in Buff Bay due to pollution of the rivers 

 River poisoning killing out breeding ground for fish 

 Coral reefs are dying due to effects of chemicals used in farming upstream 

 

Recommendations: 

 If sites in West Portland are considered, the following are recommended: 

o Rodney Hall 

o Ship Rock (Passley Gardens) 

o Doctor’s Wood (Buff Bay) 
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Port Antonio West Beach – Bryans Bay Fishermen 

The consultation with the Port Antonio West/Bryans Bay fishermen was held on August 20, 

2014 at the Port Antonio Seventh Day Adventist Church.   Twenty nine (29) persons 

participated in the meeting; 24 males and 5 females that included fishermen, community 

members, and representatives from the Fisheries Division and PEPA. 

The participants at the meeting were informed on fish sanctuaries/special fishery 

conservation areas, the purpose of the meeting, relevant laws governing the fishing 

industry and finally, they were asked their opinions on having a SFCA declared in Portland. 

Mr. G. Andre Kong, head of the Fisheries Division, was the main presenter and had 

discussions on several meaningful topics to include gaining consensus on whether the 

fishermen would agree to the declaration of a SFCA in Portland and actually support SFCA 

the management of the SFCA.  He outlined the following: 

 The FD must be satisfied that consultations were held with fishermen and other 

stakeholders on the propose SFCA with a view of gaining consensus 

 The importance of establishing partnership and strategic processes to determine existing 

issues and come up with the requisite solutions 

 Legislative changes must be discussed that will affect the fishing industry  

The discussions then went on to include gaining consensus on the maximum number of 

lobsters to be caught per day, mesh size, average size of fish being caught. The fishermen 

stated the following: 

 Their main fishing ground was from Bryans Bay to San San 

 They agreed that it would be beneficial to establish a SFCA 

 They were divided on the proposed site for the SFCA 

 Expressed concern on whether their livelihood would be affected 

 Expressed concern on night diving 

Another meeting was to be planned to have further discussion on the proposed SFCA. 

Second Consultation 

A second consultation with the Port Antonio West Beach -Bryans Bay fishermen was 

conducted on the beach on October 30, 2014 and hosted by the Marine Police and PEPA.  

Thirty two persons were in attendance to include 30 male and 2 females. Representatives 

of the Marine Police, Fisheries Division, Alligator Head Marine Lab and PEPA were in 

attendance along with the local fishermen.  

 

After discussions, the following was surmised;  
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a. Supported and were aware of the need for SFCAs 

b. The fishermen supported all sites proposed but  felt strongly that a West Port 

Antonio site should be included 

c. Were of the opinion that the boundaries proposed should be extended; specifically 

Turtle Crawle which they recommended should extend all the way to San San to 

have one big SFCA 

Manchioneal Community Development Committee 

The consultation with the Manchioneal fishermen and community members was held on 

August 20, 2014 at the Manchioneal Seventh Day Adventist Church.   Twenty nine (29) 

persons participated in the meeting; 23 males and 6 females that included fishermen, 

community members, and representatives from the Fisheries Division and PEPA. 

As per agenda, the participants at the meeting were informed on fish sanctuaries/special 

fishery conservation areas, the purpose of the meeting, relevant laws governing the fishing 

industry and finally, they were asked their opinions on having a SFCA declared in Portland. 

As with the Port Antonio West meeting, Mr. G. Andre Kong, head of the Fisheries Division, 

was the main presenter and discussed the importance of gaining consensus on whether the 

fishermen would agree to the declaration of a SFCA in Portland and actually support SFCA 

the management of the SFCA.  He outlined the following: 

 The FD must be satisfied that consultations were held with fishermen and other 

stakeholders on the propose SFCA with a view of gaining consensus 

 The importance of establishing partnership and strategic processes to determine existing 

issues and come up with the requisite solutions 

 Legislative changes must be discussed that will affect the fishing industry  

“Massa God Fish can done” video was shown and it was stressed that overfishing is a 

serious problem affecting the fishing industry and the declaration of a SFCA is one measure 

used to combat the effects.  The fishermen expressed concern that they will be displaced if 

a SFCA is established. The different options were discussed as well as possible alternative 

livelihood options to include boat tours, pelagic fishing.   

The fishermen expressed the following: 

 They most times do deep sea fishing and visit Pedro Bank  

 They do little fishing in Manchioneal but fish most time just outside San San Bay (seaward 

side) in the vicinity of Pellew Island 

 They would recommend San San Bay for the SFCA 

 They were willing to work as Wardens for the SFCA 

 Issues with spear gun fishermen doing night diving with aid of compressors 

 Seeing less fish compared to 10 years ago 
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 Manchioneal Fishermen 

A consultation was held specifically with the Manchioneal fishermen on November 13, 

2014 on the Manchioneal Fishing Beach.  Forty eight persons participated in the meeting to 

include 45 male and 3 female. Representatives from the Marine Police, the Fisheries 

Division and PEPA were in attendance. 

The following was deduced from the discussions that took place: 

a. The fishermen supported the concept of SFCAs and the sites proposed 

b. They expressed concerns about the impact of establishing a SFCA in Manchioneal 

given the high level of recreational fishing done by youths 

This concern was addressed by the Fisheries officer pointing out that youth younger 

than 16 should not be fishing without an accompanying adult with a fishing license 

c. They were not opposed with Manchioneal being declared a SFCA but recommended 

that the boundaries not extend all the way to the shore and channels should be 

established for boats to enter and leave the fishing beach 

San San Citizens Association 

The consultation with the San San Citizens Association was October 11, 2014 at the Goblin 

Hill Hotel.   Twelve (12) persons participated in the meeting; eight (8) males and four (4) 

females and included community members, representatives of the marine police and the 

Jamaica Constabulary Force. 

The criteria for declaration of a SFCA were discussed.  Concern was also raised about Wilks’ 

Bay resort and that they were not included in the proposed SFCA boundaries for 

Drapers/San San.  It was also stated that special permits were needed to extract lionfish 

from SFCAs. 

The participants expressed the following: 

 Proposed boundary should include Wilks’ Bay as that area is a prime fishing ground that 

need protection 

 If Wilks’ Bay is not included and the current proposed boundary is approved for the SFCA 

for San San/Drapers, more fishermen will migrate to Wilks’ Bay causing a strain on the area 

and cause issues with guests, privacy; there is concern that should this happen, the business 

may have to close 

 It was explained to the residents that pelagic fishing is being promoted and CARIBSAVE and 

the Jamaica Environment Trust are now involved in a project providing boats, gears to 

fishermen to promote deep sea fishing. This may result in a reduction of fishermen fishing 

in the Bays 

 Concern was raised as to housing developments in the area and how they would impact on 

the SFCA with regard to land based pollution.  It was explained that currently, monthly 

water quality tests are conducted by the Alligator Head Marine Lab and will continue when 
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the SFCA is established.  Also, town and country planning is of concern and will be looked at 

by the FD. 

 They questioned FD’s role in the SFCA and whether the SFCA will be gazetted.  It was 

explained that the FD is the government entity with ultimate responsibility for SFCAs and 

that the SFCA, once approved by the FD, will be gazette for it to be formally recognized. The 

AHML will play a supportive role and PEPA would be responsible for the day to day 

management of the SFCA. 

 The question was raised as to what could be done if a private owner wished for his/her 

property be declared a SFCA? It was said that it may be a possibility and the FD could be 

approached with such recommendation as currently two SFCAs are managed by private 

sector. 

 The Marine Police expressed concern on how to differentiate between fishermen observed 

within the area with lionfish and other fish and to determine whether they caught the other 

fish there or elsewhere.  They also asked if the revised regulation will provide for 

prosecution of fishermen caught with juvenile fish. 

 The Marine Police had issues with using size instead of maturity to determine whether fish 

are juvenile or adult fish. 

 Recommendation was made include Sanco Bay, Wilks’ Bay to Alligator Head for the 

boundary. 

 They also thought Turtle Crawle should be protected but chose San San/Drapers as priority. 

There was consensus amongst the residents in having the SFCA declared for the San 

San/Drapers area with more discussions on the proposed boundary.  

Stakeholder Consultations 

Interviews 

Semi-structured in-depth interviews (hereinafter also referred to as “interviews”), were 
conducted with key stakeholders who would contribute to or be affected by the 
establishment of a SFCA in Portland.  These key stakeholders included representatives 
from the local tourism sector and business owners (hotels, resorts, and restaurants), 
influential fishers, the Fisheries Division, the Portland Chamber of Commerce, Portland 
Parish Development Committee, the Marine Police, the Social Development Commission 
and representative/s from the Portland Resort Board. 

The input of these persons was key to the process of ascertaining their views toward 
informing any strategy that may be employed in the establishment and subsequent 
management of the SFCA. 
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Analysis of Stakeholder Interviews 

The questions for the semi-structured interviews were arranged around four focus areas. 
Each focus area sought to determine respondent’s views on the proposed Special Fishery 
Conservation Area (SFCA). 

The four focus areas are described below: 

Knowledge of Special Fishery Conservation Areas 
This focus area examined respondents’ knowledge of SFCAs to include perceived and actual 
associated benefits.   
 
Financing and Management of SFCA 
This focus area examined the views of the respondents on willingness to request 
contribution from their guests toward the management of the SFCA. It also sought to 
determine respondents’ willingness to participate directly in decision making on SFCAs 
management by being a part of the management Board. 
 
Identified Issues with Coastal/Marine Environment 

This focus area examined respondents’ opinion on any notable issues they identified with 
the coastal/marine environment.  They also provided their views on potential solutions to 
address issues related to conservation and management of protected areas.  
 
Opinion on where potential SFCA should be located in Portland 

Respondents were asked if they believed a SFCA should be established in Portland and if 
yes, to identify the area they thought was best suited for a SFCA in Portland.  They were 
given a choice from four (4) sites being considered which included Port Antonio (West 
Harbour), Turtle Crawle Bay, San San Bay and Manchioneal.   
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Table 3: Interview Questions with associated Focus Areas 

FOCUS AREA QUESTIONS 

KNOWLEDGE OF SPECIAL FISHERY 
CONSERVATTION 
 AREA/ FISH SANCTUARY 

Q1. DO YOU KNOW WHAT A SFCA/FISH SANCTUARY IS?  
Q2. ARE YOU AWARE OF THE BENEFITS OF A SFCA? 
Q3. DO YOU KNOW OF ANY SFCA IN JAMAICA? 
 

  

IDENTIFIED ISSUES WITH COASTAL/MARINE  
ENVIRONMENT 

Q4. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE ISSUES YOU HAVE IDENTIFIED WITH 
THE COASTAL/MARINE ENVIRONMENT? 
Q5. DO YOU CURRENTLY BUY FISH FROM LOCAL FISHERMEN? 
Q6. WOULD YOU SUPPORT AN INITIATIVE TO REFUSE FISH 
MEASURING OR WEIGHING UNDER A CERTAIN SIZE? 
Q7. WHAT ARE SOME OF YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING 
THE COASTAL/MARINE ENVIRONMENT 
 

OPINION ON WHERE POTENTIAL SFCA 
SHOULD BE  LOCATED IN PORTLAND 
 

Q8. DO YOU BELIEVE A SFCA SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED IN 
PORTLAND? 
Q9. WHERE DO YOU BELIEVE A SFCA SHOULD BE LOCATED IN 
PORTLAND? 
 

FINANCING FOR AND MANAGEMENT OF 
SFCA 
 

 Q10. WOULD YOU BE INTERESTED IN BEING A PART OF THE 
MANAGEMENT BOARD IF A SFCA IS DECLARED? 
Q11. WOULD YOU ASK YOUR GUESTS TO VOLUNTARILY 
CONTRIBUTE FUNDS TOWARD THE MANAGEMENT OF A SFCA? 

 

Summarized Findings 

Knowledge of Special Fishery Conservation Area/Fish Sanctuary 

All of the interviewees knew what a fish sanctuary was and the associated benefits but 

some did not know that the name was changed to Special Fishery Conservation Area and the 

reason behind the change. The respondents were also able to name or tell the location of at 

least one SFCA located in Jamaica.  Additionally, all the respondents supported the 

establishment of a SFCA in Portland.  

The majority of respondents indicated that they bought their fish from local fishermen but 

specified the type and size of the fish they were buying. Most declared that they bought fish 

over 2 pounds; however at least two of the respondents indicated that they would not 

recommend fish above that size due to the threat of poisoning from the heavier fish that 

may have an accumulation of toxins in their bodies.  One hotelier explained that a guest 

was poisoned from a fish that weighed approximately five pounds.  Most of the restaurant 

owners and some hoteliers purchased their fish from the local outlet for Rainforest Sea 

Foods.  They explained that buying from an established company guarantees safety for 



Page | 40  
 

consumers for the most part as well as providing traceability and accountability. It is 

important to note that all the respondents indicated that they would support any initiative 

by the Fisheries Division to limit the size of fish being sold by fishermen by refusing to buy 

fish below the specified size and/or weight. 

When asked the type of fish they purchased, it was explained that they mostly bought salt 

water fish such as Snapper Fish, Dolphin and King Fish and on occasion Parrot fish even 

though it was harder to find. It is important to note that the proprietors/managers for 

Hotel Mockingbird and Goblin Hill Hotel explained that they did not use Parrot Fish as they 

believe they should be left to help in cleaning the reef; they support and buy from 

fishermen who sell the invasive Lionfish. 

Identified Issues with Coastal/Marine Environment 

The respondents listed some environmental issues they identified in Portland as being 

important and should be addressed. These include: 

1. Turtle poaching 

2. Destruction of coral reefs 

3. Declining number of manatees 

4. Lack of regulation of boat tours in Blue Lagoon 

5. Lack of awareness on how to obtain recreational fishing license 

6. Pollution of coastal waters from solid waste, boat oil spills and noise  

7. Presence of the Lionfish causing reduction in fish population 

8. Spear fishermen with compressors contributing to reduction in fish population 

9. Abandoned fish traps and nets left on sea floor affecting divers 

10. Size of fish being sold sometimes too small 

11. Low educational level of fishermen resulting in difficulty in communication on the 

importance of conservation 

12. Low fines for breaches of the relevant fishing regulations 

13. Lack of enforcement of the fishing regulations 

It is important to note that the Marine Police indicated that once the Fisheries Division 

completes their process of amending/introducing new fishing regulations, they would be 

willing to support the required enforcement efforts. The Sergeant explained that they are 

keen on assisting the Wardens for the SFCA with patrolling as he was previously based in 

the Oracabessa Bay area where he was able to witness the benefits of a SFCA first hand. 

Additionally, he indicated that he supported all the proposed sites but had a preference for 

Port Antonio West Harbour as it supports the breeding of fish due to the presence of sea 

grass beds, it is relatively shallow, would be easier to patrol and is in close in proximity to 

the Marine Police’s office.  Very little fishing is currently done in the area and the Marine 

Police is already actively monitoring that area; this was confirmed by the fishermen. 
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Location for proposed Special Fishery Conservation Area 

The responses on preference for the location of the SFCA were varied.  See Figure 5.0 below 

indicating the responses. 

 

 
Figure 5.0 Responses on preference for SFCA location 

Figure 5.0 depicts the interviewees’ responses regarding their preference for the location 

of the SFCA.   

As indicated, most (11 or 38%) of the respondents preferred the San San Bay as the 

location for the SFCA based on a number of reason cited to include presence of pristine 

reef, presence of juvenile fish and the area need some level of protection due to its value to 

locals as well as the tourism industry .  It is important to note that even though only two 

respondents chose Manchioneal, the justification behind it was quite interesting as it was 

stated that Manatees are usually seen in that area and the SFCA would assist in having an 

increase in their numbers as they are currently on the decline. The rehabilitation of 

Manatees is an important environmental focus that could be tied in with the declaration of 

the SFCA in Manchioneal.  On the other hand, the influential fishermen that were 

interviewed did not select Manchioneal due in part to the high level of boating activity and 

sale of fish that takes place in the harbour; they also stated that the younger boys 

conducted fishing in the area and are usually very hard to regulate.  
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Zion Country resort is located in the Manchioneal area and the proprietor suggested having 

a rotation of the sites beginning with Manchioneal Bay as it would have a great impact on 

the various species of importance to include the Manatees, Dolphins and Turtles which 

have been seen in the area.  It was also rumored that the Crocodile was sighted.  He 

mentioned that the relatively low level of education of fishermen contributes to the decline 

in the environment as they are not able to grasp the importance of conservation; his 

education efforts proved futile in that sense as he tried several ventures in having the 

fishermen understand and practice environmental conservation.  

Another recommendation that was put forward is to have fishing periods or seasons for the 

area. This could be done similar to the lobster season or that for conch. 

Alternative Livelihood 

Discussions were also held on possible alternative livelihood 

options that could be offered to the fishermen, especially if 

displacement should occur.  The options mentioned 

included:  

1. Conducting boat tours to include dives 

2. Reviving the oyster industry 

The interviewees’ most common concern with conducting 

boat tours was that it would be too costly as the fishermen 

would require the necessary licenses, registration and 

insurance to take guests out. They were also very concerned 

about the safety of guests/tourists and were not particularly 

in favour of supporting informal boat tours which are 

currently being done in the Blue Lagoon area.   Lack of regulation also came up as an issue 

that would need to be improved should this option be explored. Respondents also indicated 

that should boat tours be formalized for the fishermen, training would have to be done to 

include updating them on the history of the area, grammar and how to interact with guests 

– this is to improve communication between boat tour guides and guests in order for them 

to have a fulfilling experience.  Safety equipment must also be provided and utilized on all 

occasions.  It is important to note that at least two hotels indicated they would be willing to 

participate in boat and dive tours if offered in the short term; another respondent 

mentioned that the boat tours should be non-motorized in the SFCA. 

For the resumption of oyster harvesting and distribution/sale, some of the respondents 

thought it was an idea that could be explored but raised concerns about the water quality 

in the areas where it would be best suited as it was identified that the waters in Port 

Antonio were heavily polluted.  If these issues are addressed, the oyster industry could 
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become a very viable option for the fishermen and would definitely reduce the strain on the 

fishing industry and the environment. 

Interviewees gave some recommendations on alternative livelihood options that could be 

looked at that included seasonal organized boat races in the Manchioneal area and sunken 

ships dives. However, they indicated that the sunken ships that are here were decimated by 

those participating in the scrap metal trade but could be replaced.  

Lobster condominiums were suggested by the Fisheries Division and supported by some of 

the fishermen and business operators interviewed.  This would serve as a viable means of 

livelihood if regulated properly. 

Another idea given was to install at least 4 Fish Aggregation Devices (FADs) at strategic 

points (possibly St. Margaret’s Bay, North East point and others) to attract pelagic fish, such 

as tuna and mahi-mahi (dolphin). It is reported that pelagic resources may generate 

alternative economic benefits to coastal communities and possibly divert pressure from 

reefs. 

It must be noted that it was emphasized that education and training of fishermen must be 

an integral part of any proposed alternative livelihood programme that is being planned. 

Contribution towards management of SFCA 

Of the twenty-seven respondents who participated in the interviews, 24 declared they 

were willing to participate in one way or another toward the management of the SFCA by 

either participating as a board member, participating in meetings or providing assistance 

with dives, patrolling and so on. 

The Social Development Commission’s parish manager, Ms. Ishiwawa Hope indicated they 

have worked with fishermen from the parish specifically on a CARIBSAVE project focused 

on building resilience for small, medium business enterprises.  She proclaimed that the SDC   

could aid in the management of the SFCA by assisting with surveys, workshops, 

sensitizations, trainings and anything else that is required that fits into their mandate 

toward social development.  

Regarding willingness to pay for environmental services or contribution towards the SFCA, 

all of the respondents indicated they would be willing to ask guests/clients for contribution 

toward the management of the SFCA but only on a voluntary basis. 

When asked for recommendations on the SFCA or the general coastal environment in 

Portland, the respondents contributed the following: 
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1. For the Port Antonio Harbours, install sieves, nets at mouth of rivers and other major 

tributaries to filter the solid wastes and other matter from entering the sea; it could also be 

a means for job creation 

2. Install “No Fishing” signs in the designated areas and increase patrolling 

3. For the San San area, reduce amount of motorized activities on the sea 

4. Introduce Fish Aggregation Devices at strategic points 

5. Desist the issuing of recreational fishing licenses for Portland for a period as there are not 

enough fish to facilitate the activity 

6. Formalize the Blue Lagoon boat tours operation  

7. Zone areas for fishing boats in Manchioneal  

8. Rehabilitate sunken ship tours 

9. Complete regulations related to allowable fish size and/or weight and increased fines for 

offendors 

10. Enforce regulations and increase patrolling of waters 
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 Pros and Cons identified with proposed sites 
 

Table 4. Pros and Cons for each proposed site 

Sites                Pros                              Cons 

San San Bay  Proximity of the 
Marine Lab 

 Can be monitored 
from viewing platform 

 Strong support from 
tourism stakeholders 

 Strong agreement 
from fishers  

 Presence of sea grass 
beds, near shore reefs 
and other enabling 
ecological factors 

 

 High traffic  (boat 
tour, Jet skis used by 
private property 
owners) 

 The presence of San 
San beach 

 Pollution of water 
from sewage 

 

   

Turtle Crawle Bay 
 

 Presence of large area 
of mangroves 

 Presence of sea grass 
beds, near shore reefs 
and other enabling 
ecological factors 

 Support from tourism 
stakeholders 

 Strong agreement 
from fishers 

 Can be monitored 
from viewing platform 

 Proximity to Port 
Antonio (home of 
PEPA and Marine 
Police) 

 

 Potential discharge 
area for treated 
(tertiary) effluent 
from NWC 
treatment plant 

 Popular site for 
recreational fishers 

 Area is fished for 
bait (sprat) by local 
fishers 

 

   

Manchioneal Bay 
 

 Presence of large area 
of mangroves 

 Proximity to 
Manchioneal Police 
Station 

 Presence of sea grass 
beds, near shore reefs 
and other enabling 
ecological factors (to 
be confirmed by 

 High traffic area 
 Distance from Port 

Antonio (base of 
PEPA) 

 Popular site for 
recreational and 
young fishers 
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scientific assessments) 
 Support from tourism 

stakeholders 
 Agreement from 

fishers 
 

   

Port Antonio (West 
Harbour) 

 Presence of sea grass 
beds, near shore reefs 
and other enabling 
ecological factors (to 
be confirmed by 
scientific assessments) 

 Strong agreement 
from local fishers 

 Proximity to Marine 
Police & PEPA 

 Can be monitored 
from viewing platform 

 

 High traffic (fishers, 
private 
boats/yachts, 
occasional ships) 

 High level of water 
pollution 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The stakeholders interviewed - fishermen, tourism interests, community members, 

supported the establishment of a Special Fishery Conservation Area in Portland.  They were 

able to identify several issues affecting the marine/coastal environment a major one being 

that the quality of fish being caught and sold have decreased hence agreeing that the 

establishment of a SFCA was one means of combating that problem, among other 

associated ones.  

As depicted in the findings, the majority of the stakeholders understood what a SFCA/Fish 

Sanctuary was and was able to tell the location of at least one that currently exist in 

Jamaica.  

It must be highlighted that most of the community members said the size fish they are able 

to buy now is much smaller than what was available up to 10 years ago.  Most of the 

fishermen also pointed out that they are catching less fish in the last 12 months compared 

to 10 years ago. Up to 82% said they say a decline in fish over the last 10 years. 

The proposed sites were discussed and it is important to note that the majority of the 

fishermen interviewed preferred the Turtle Crawle Bay area.  On the other hand, the 

tourism stakeholders identified San San as their preferred site for the pilot.   

Most of the tourism stakeholders said they would be willing to ask guests to contribute 

toward the management of the SFCA if developed; the majority of the stakeholders’ also 

agreed to participate in its management by either being part of the established Oversight 

Committee/Board or provide contribution or support in other relevant ways. 

Recommendations 

Finally, it is important to mention that while the fishermen’s preferred site is Turtle Crawle, 

no significant objection was made to San San, the preferred site of the other stakeholders. 

Given the projected plans by the National Water Commission to construct a sewage 

treatment plant in Williamsfield that will release treated effluent into the Turtle Crawle Bay 

(See Table 4), it is the recommendation of PEPA that San San be declared as the pilot site 
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and Turtle Crawle revisited once the level of treatment to be done on the effluent is 

confirmed. It should be noted that it is the opinion of a number of persons that both sites 

should be declared with a gap between (area to fish) so as not to significantly displace 

fishers who significantly utilize that area. However given the uncertainty of funding for the 

SFCA programme, it is felt that this, while the most ideal solution, would not be feasible 

unless sufficient funds to effectively monitor both sites is identified. 

The Fisheries Division should conduct a national public awareness and communications 

campaign targeting the fisher folk, marine police and other directly affected stakeholders 

on the following: 

1. What is a SFCA and the difference with Fish Sanctuary 

2. Plans outlining the changes/amendments to the Fisheries Regulations  

3. Simplify the process of obtaining a fishing license 

4. Education on restrictions on fishing associated with the license 

5. Redesign the license to be smaller and water proof 

6. Address the call for regulations with stiffer penalties for spear fishermen who prey on 

breeding fish and practice night fishing 

7.  Increase and improve on monitoring and enforcement  

8. Make stronger representation for more and consistent funding for the management of 

SFCAs 

Most of the fishermen said they were members of a community based organization (CBO) 

therefore the Fisheries Division could target the CBOs to address the fishermen on their 

concerns and develop ways in which to solve them that would be beneficial for both. 
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APPENDICES 
 

APPENDIX 1 
 

INTERVIEWER ADMINISTERED QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A SPECIAL FISHERY CONSERVATION AREA IN PORTLAND 
 
Respondent #_________       
 
A. Respondent’s Profile 
A1. Where do you live? 

1. Manchioneal 
2. Port Antonio 
3. San San/Drapers 
4. Other; please specify ____________________ 

 
A2. Gender 

1. Male 
2. Female 

 
A3. Marital Status 

1. Single 
2. Married 
3. Common law 
4. Widow/Widower 

 
A4. Do you have any dependents (e.g. children, parent or grandparent)? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

A5. Age Group 
1. < 18 yrs 
2. 18 – 30 yrs 
3. 31 – 40 yrs 
4. 41 – 50 yrs 
5. 51 – 60 yrs 
6. > 60 yrs 

 
A6. Last school attended 

1. None 
2. Primary/All-aged 
3. Secondary/High 
4. Tertiary 
5. Vocational 
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A7. How long have you lived in the community?  

1. <1 yr 
2. 1-10 yrs 
3. 11-20 yrs 
4. 21-30 yrs 
5. 31-40yrs 
6. > 40 yrs 

 
 
 
B. Fishing Profile 
B1. How long have you been fishing? 

1. < 1 yr. 
2. 1-10 yrs 
3. 11-20 yrs.) 
4. 21-30yrs 
5. >30 yrs 

 
B2. Where do you fish? 

1. Manchioneal 
2. Port Antonio (West Harbour) 
3. Port Antonio (East Harbour) 
4. San San/Drapers 
5. Other; please specify______________________________________ 

 
B3. What method of fishing do you practice? (Select all which apply) 

1. Spearing 
2. Netting 
3. Fish pots/traps 
4. Line fishing 
5. Other _____________________ 

 
B4. Are you aware of the restrictions on spear fishing, net length and mesh size? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
B5. Do you have a fishing license? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
B6. If yes, how long does it last? 

1. < 1 yr 
2. 1 yr -  5 yrs 
3. > 5yrs 

 
B7. Are there any restrictions associated with the license? (i.e. what not to do when fishing) 

1. Yes 
2. No 
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B8. If yes, what are the 2 main restrictions? 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
B9. What is your average income from fishing per week? 

1. <JM$10,000 
2. JM$10,000 – JM$14,000 
3. JM$15,000 – JM$19,000 
4. JM$20,000 – JM$25,000 
5. > JM$25,000  

 
B10. Do you have another source of income other than fishing/fish trading? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

If yes, please specify ________________________________________ 
 
B11. What is your average income per income from the alternate source ? 

1. <10,000 
2. 10,000 – 14,000 
3. 15,000 – 19,000 
4.  20,000 – 25,000 
5. > 25,000 

 
B12. Are you a member of any fishing society/community based organization? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
 
B13. If yes, what is the name of the organization? 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
C. Knowledge & Attitude of fisher folk on Special Fishery Conservation Area 
 
C1. Do you know what a Fish Sanctuary/Special Fishery Conservation Area is? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
C2. If yes, explain____________________________________________________ 
 
C3. Do you think a SFCA should be declared in Portland? 

1. Strongly Agree 
2. Agree 
3. Strongly Disagree 
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4. Disagree 
5. No response 

 
C4. If yes, where do you believe is the most suitable location for a SFCA in Portland? 

1. Manchioneal 
2. San San 
3. Turtle Crawl 
4. Port Antonio (West Harbour) 
5. Other, specify _______________________________________________ 

 
C5. Is this location home to a vast number of fishes? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Unsure 

 
C6. Is the location mentioned a key fishing spot? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Unsure 

 
C7. Do you believe that establishment of a SFCA would benefit you? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Unsure 

 
C8. If yes, to what extent do you think you will benefit from the SFCA? 

1. Would catch more fish 
2. Would catch bigger size fish 
3. Would catch a wider variety of fish 
4. All of the above 
5. Other, specify_________________________________________________ 

 
C9. If no, why not? 

1. Would catch less fish 
2. Would lose sale of fish 
3. Less variety of fish 
4. Other, specify _________________________________________________ 

 
C10. Has your catch per day increased, decreased or hasn’t changed over the past 10 
years? 

1. Increased 
2. Decreased 
3. No change 

 
C11. What was your average catch per day 10 years ago? 

1. < 30 lbs/day 
2. 30 - 50lbs/day 
3. 51 – 60lbs/day 
4. > 60 lbs/day 
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C12. What is your average catch per day in the last 12 months/year? 
1. < 30 lbs/day 
2. 30 - 50lbs/day 
3. 51 – 60lbs/day 
4. > 60 lbs/day 

 
C13. If alternative income generating activities were provided, would you be willing to 
explore the options? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Unsure 

 
C14. Do you know of any SFCA in Jamaica? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
C15. If yes, where is it/are they located? 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
C16. If a SFCA is declared in Portland, would you be willing to participate in its 
operation? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Unsure 
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APPENDIX 2 

Interview Schedule 

 

1. Do you know what a Fish Sanctuary is? 

2. Do you know what a Special Fishery Conservation Area (SFCA) is? 

3. If yes, are you aware of the benefits associated with a Fish Sanctuary/SFCA? 

4. Do you know the location of a SFCA in Jamaica? 

5. What are some issues you have identified with the coastal/marine environment? 

6. Do you currently buy fish from local fishermen? 

7. Do you specify the size fish you would buy? 

8. Would you support an initiative to refuse fish measuring or weighing under a certain size? 

9. What are some of your recommendations regarding the coastal/marine environment? 

10. Are you in agreement with the establishment of a SFCA in Portland? 

11. If yes, where do you believe would be the most suitable location of the four (4) proposed 

sites (Port Antonio-West Harbour, Turtle Crawle Bay, San San, Manchioneal) 

12. Would you be interested in being a part of the management board/committee if a SFCA is 

declared? 

13. Would you ask your guests to voluntarily contribute funds towards the management of a 

SFCA? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 3 

Maps of the proposed sites 

The areas of interest on the map are West Harbour, Turtle Crawle Harbour and San San Bay.  
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 West Harbour, Turtle Crawle & Manchioneal. 
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Proposed boundary for Turtle Crawle SFCA 
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San San and Drapers Resource Use Map 

 
Port Antonio Resource Use Map 

  



Page | 59  
 

 
Turtle Crawle Bay Resource Use Map 

 
Manchioneal Resource Use Map 
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APPENDIX 4 

PICTURES OF PUBLIC CONSULTATIONS 

Hope Bay Fishing Cooperative- Hope Bay Fishing Beach 
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Port Antonio – East Harbour Fishermen – Prospect Beach 
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DRAPERS FISHERMEN – BLUE LAGOON 
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Port Antonio Community Development Committee – NEPA Conference Room 
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BUFFBAY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE – BUFF BAY COURTHOUSE 
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PORT ANTONIO WEST – BRYAN’S BAY FISHERMEN – PORT ANTONIO SEVENTH DAY 

ADVENTIST CHURCH 
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MANCHIONEAL – MANCHIONEAL SEVENTH DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH 
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SAN SAN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION – GOBLIN HILL HOTEL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


