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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Protected Areas System (PAS) in St. Vincent and the Grenadines has a long history, 
beginning with the establishment of one of the earliest botanical gardens in the Western 
Hemisphere.  The protection of the environment has continued to be an important part of 
the government’s agenda, and today 25% and 50% of the terrestrial and marine 
environment respectively has been designated as protected area.  The management and 
infrastructure of said areas however requires much investment.  The majority of the 
marine protected areas are conservation areas which only limit spearfishing and have 
little oversight or management.  In an effort to better understand the needs of the PAS 
and to meet the goals of the Convention on Biological Diversity, the process of 
developing a sustainable finance plan was initiated by the government of St. Vincent and 
the National Implementation Support Partners committee in cooperation with the Nature 
Conservancy.  This document is the culmination of that process.  
 
The value of natural resources to St. Vincent can be estimated at around EC$300 million.  
The bulk of this comes from the direct expenditure of tourists who come primarily to 
enjoy the natural resources of SVG. In 2005, the total tourism industry made up about 
66.1% of GDP, with total tourism expenditure estimated by the Ministry of Tourism 
at EC$283 million.  These resources are vital to the culture and economy of St. Vincent 
and their beauty and very existence should be conserved for the future.  

 
Historical government funding of the PAS has been on average about EC$4,100,000.  
This does not adequately meet the needs of the PAS.  The current funding gap for the 
PAS for 2007 is EC$2.7 million.  The creation of a PA trust and the implementation 
of a national user fee system are two of the most viable financial mechanisms to fil 
the gap.  However, these alone will not be enough.  Funding dedicated to the PAS either 
through an environmental exit tax, a cruiseship fee or water fund must also be examined 
as well as increased support from the government.   
 
Legislative and management changes must be made to ensure that the PAS functions 
efficiently to achieve its goals.  Notably, legislation must be changed to ensure the 
creation of one protected area trust rather than three separate funds.  The legislation 
must also ensure that the trust can act as a pass through entity for revenue generated by 
protected areas.   In terms of management, the creation of a Marine Parks Authority is 
essential to properly manage the marine protected areas at the national level.  This 
agency would mirror the National Parks Authority which is concentrating mainly on 
terrestrial protected areas, rivers and streams.  A draft bill has been written and now 
needs to be passed and enacted.   
 
A simple cost benefit analysis indicates that the value of natural resources in the PAS 
is 32 times greater than the cost of managing protected areas.  Despite the evident 
value in protecting St. Vincent’s natural resources, implementing and managing effective 
protected areas has proven difficult.  It will take political will, public support and external 
foreign assistance to implement the changes that are needed to effectively manage and 
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achieve financial sustainability of the PAS.  This will not be accomplished quickly but is 
a long term investment with an economic return that is positive and cost effective.  The 
protection of natural resource,s so that they can continue to provide goods and services to 
society, is not only economically smart but is also important for the cultural and social 
well being of St. Vincent and the Grenadines.       
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INTRODUCTION 
 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines (SVG) is well ahead of most island nations in protecting 
its natural habitat.  Twenty-five percent of its near shore marine environment and fifty 
percent of its terrestrial environment are designated protected areas.  Protected areas are 
defined here as any geographic area that has been legally granted special management 
rights over the use and protection of the natural resources.  While this level of habitat 
protection is commendable, the next challenge is to ensure that protected areas are 
effectively managed for the long-term conservation of the country’s natural heritage.  St. 
Vincent and the Grenadines has much to do to bridge that gap but it has achieved the first 
step by legally designating a large percentage of its territory as protected areas  The 
effective management of these areas will be achieved by improving public awareness of 
the importance and value of protected area, environmental education in schools, 
management and enforcement training of institutional, police, coast guard and park staff 
and the enforcement of environmental and protected area legislation.  This is not an 
uncommon scenario for protected areas all over the world.  The Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD) recognizes the challenges associated with establishing effective systems 
of protected areas., In response the CBD includes a detailed Programme of Work for 
Protected Areas (PoW) that details the strategic actions needed to address the variety of 
factors related establishing an effective system of protected areas. These factors are 
grouped into three categories: ecological, financial and capacity.  The following 
Sustainable Finance Plan primarily focuses on the financial category but also delves into 
the relevant legislative and institutional areas of management effectiveness.  
 
The Convention’s PoW on Protected Areas Article 3.4 has the goal: To ensure financial 
sustainability of protected areas and national and regional systems of protected 
areas.  According to the CBD, protected area financial sustainability may be defined as 
“the ability to secure stable and sufficient long-term financial resources, and to allocate 
them in a timely manner and appropriate form, to cover the full costs of protected areas 
(direct and indirect) and to ensure that Protected Areas are managed effectively and 
efficiently.”( Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas, 2005)   
 
A sustainable finance plan has been identified as one of the Convention’s primary tools to 
achieve Article 3.4.  According to the ad hoc open-ended working group on protected 
areas, a sustainable finance plan must have the following: 
 

a. Analysis of current financial income and expenditures, overall financial 
needs and gaps 

b. Definition and quantification of protected area goods and services and 
potential sources of investment to pay for such goods and services 

c. Screening and feasibility analysis of potential finance mechanisms 
d. Elaboration of a comprehensive financial plan for ensuring long-term 

financial support for the system (Report of the First Meeting of the Ad-
Hoc Open Ended Working Group, 2005) 
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Methodology 
 

The sustainable finance plan for SVG’s Protected Areas System (PAS) is based on a 
collection of conservation finance and business planning tools.  It is also based on the 
criteria noted above in the CBD’s working group for sustainable finance plans.  The 
plan addresses the following structural and financial questions: 
• What is the current legislation and related management structure of the protected 

areas system, and is it adequate for the current and proposed protected areas?   
• If the legislation and management structures are not adequate, what new 

legislation and/or management structures need to be developed to meet the needs 
of the protected area system?   

• What is the current level and source of protected areas financing?  
• What expenditures are being made for the PAS and how efficiently and 

effectively are funds being used? 
• Taking existing and planned protected areas into account, what are the unmet 

financial needs over the next decade? 
• What is the range of options for filling the funding gap and what is the potential 

of each option to generate revenue for the protected areas system? 
 

To answer these questions, the plan gives a general overview of SVG’s Protected Areas 
System and the current legislative and management structures governing protected 
areas.  A market analysis follows and provides the economic context by presenting 
information on the goods and services provided by the natural resources and their impact 
on the economy.  This market analysis includes a list of stakeholders, users and a SWOT 
analysis as well as a valuation of the natural resources in the country.   
 
The plan then delves into the financial analysis by researching the historical and current 
funding available, the needs of the system, and the gap between what is needed and what 
is currently available.  The needs and available funding are then projected forward to 
determine the funding gap over the next 14 years to 2020.  This coincides with the date 
for meeting the Caribbean Challenge which is a goal to adequately and efficiently 
manage 25% of both terrestrial and marine habitats as protected areas.  The government 
of St. Vincent and the Grenadines is still evaluating whether to join the Caribbean 
Challenge.  
 
The funding gap is followed by an analysis of potential financial strategies.  This 
involves identifying potential financial mechanisms to generate revenue from the goods 
and services provided by protected areas.  These financial mechanisms are then screened 
for complexity and impact of implementation.  A feasibility analysis of the funding 
options with the most potential is reviewed, followed by an analysis of funding options 
that may be pursued in the future.  A cost and revenue projection to fill the gap 
concludes the financial analysis.  
 
This overall funding analysis is followed by an examination of the legislative and 
administrative challenges, needs and opportunities for financial sustainability of the 
Protected Areas System and the recommendations to overcome these challenges.  A five 
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year action plan is developed.  Based on this plan, criteria will be developed to guide the 
implementation process and measure its success. 
 
Information gathered for this report came from individual interviews with staff from the 
Ministry of Agriculture’s Forestry, Fisheries and Physical Planning Departments, the 
Ministry of Tourism’s National Parks Authority, the Tobago Cays Marine Parks Board 
members, the Customs Department, the Coast Guard, the private sector involved in 
tourism such as tour operators and dive shop owners, the St. Vincent Hotel and Tourism 
Association, project consultants, park staff, and community stakeholders (For a list of 
participants, please see Annex I, Table I).  Other data was collected from various 
government and project reports, budget records, consultancy reports on the National 
Parks System, and policy and legislation review papers.  Feedback was collected during a 
presentation held on February 31st, in Kingstown, St. Vincent and incorporated into the 
final document.  Many of the participants are also part of the NISP committee which is 
made up of government officials from various departments and with whom the Nature 
Conservancy is working to implement the CBD’s PoW..   
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OVERVIEW OF ST VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES’ 
PROTECTED AREAS SYSTEM 
 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines is a multi-island state located in the Lesser Antilles, south 
of St. Lucia, west of Barbados and north of Grenada. St. Vincent is the largest of all the 
islands and the capital Kingstown is located there.  The Grenadines constitutes the rest of 
the southern islands.  The larger and more populated of these islands are Bequia, 
Mustique, Canouan, Mayreau, Union, and Petit St. Vincent.  There are many other 
smaller cays that dot the chain of islands.   
 
The protected areas system of SVG consists of one Marine Park (Tobago Cays), seven 
marine conservation areas, twenty-four wildlife reserves, and seven forest reserves 
established under many different pieces of legislation.  Please see Annex I, Table II for a 
complete list.  
 

Legislation 
 
The most relevant pieces of legislation to the Protected Areas System are listed as 
follows, with those labeled with an asterisk directly providing for the declaration of 
protected areas: 
 

·  St. Vincent and the Grenadines National Trust Act Chapter 329, 1969* 
·  The Fisheries Act No. 8, 1986* 
·  The Wildlife Act No. 16, 1987 
·  The Central Water and Sewerage Authority Act, 1991* 
·  The Environmental Health Services Act No. 14, 1991 
·  The Forest Resource Conservation Act No. 47, 1992* 
·  The Town and Country Planning Act No. 45, 1992 
·  The Marine Parks Act, 1997* 
·  The Mayreau Environmental Development Incorporation Act No. 17, 1999 
·  The National Parks Act, 2002* 
·  The St. Vincent Electricity Services Act  

 
Draft Marine Parks Bill 2005 – to be known as the Marine Parks Authority Act seeks to 
repeal the Marine Parks Act of 1997.   
 
The first protected areas were not established under these acts.  The Central Reserve was 
declared under the Proclamation 12 of 1946.  The Soufriere, Mesopotamia and Colonaire 
Forest Reserves were declared under the Crown Lands Forest Reserve Order of 1948 
which prohibited all crown lands above 1000 feet from being cultivated.  King’s Hill was 
declared under Order No. 5 of 1971.   
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The following map shows the Forest Reserves except for Kings Hill. 
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The majority of the sixteen mainland watersheds are located in the Forest Reserves but 
the Central Water and Sewerage Act gives management of watersheds to the Central 
Water and Sewage Authority when used for water supply.  The following map shows the 
location of the watersheds. 
 

 
 
 
 
The Wildlife Reserves, established under the Wildlife Act No. 16, in 1987, are mostly 
small uninhabited islands and cays throughout the Grenadine Islands but also encompass 
the northern part of Bequia and mainland areas such as the St. Vincent Botanical 
Gardens, the St. Vincent Parrot Reserve, King’s Hill Forest Reserve and the Falls of 
Baleine.   
 
The Marine Park is called the Tobago Cays Marine Park (TCMP), located east of 
Mayreau and north of Union Island in the Grenadines.  It was established in 1997 under 
the Marine Parks Act.  The Act establishes a no take area.  It is also designated as a 
Wildlife Reserve and a Forest Reserve which protects the terrestrial habitats and its flora 
and fauna.  The marine conservation areas were declared by the Fisheries Division under 
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its mandate in the Fisheries Act of 1986.  There is no spear fishing in conservation areas.  
The following map shows the marine park and most of the marine conservation areas.   

 
There exists considerable overlap in areas declared as protected areas as well as in 
their respective legislation.  For example, the National Parks Act gives the National 
Parks Authority management responsibilities for both terrestrial and marine protected 
areas which the Forest Resource Conservation Act and the Fisheries Act provide for 
under their respective departments.   
 
In terms of financial issues, the National Trust Act, the Wildlife Act, The Forest 
Resource Conservation Act (Conservation and Forest Development), and the National 
Parks Act all provide for the implementation of financial mechanisms to generate 
revenue, with the latter three establishing individual funds.  However, to date none of 
these funds have been instituted. 
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Institutional Framework 
 
The structure of the Protected Areas System can be demonstrated with the following 
organizational chart.  This shows the most important actors involved in managing the 
protected areas that form the basis of the institutional framework for this plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Ministry of Agriculture’s Fisheries division and Forestry department are the 
technical arms of the marine and terrestrial protected areas.  The Forestry department 
used to be also responsible for managing all the terrestrial protected areas until the 
establishment of the National Parks Authority (NPA).  The NPA is now responsible for 
managing parks, recreation sites, beaches, rivers and streams.  The legislation also 
mandates responsibility over marine areas but in practice the NPA is managing only 
terrestrial areas and has left responsibility of marine areas to the Fisheries division and 
the TCMP board.  
 
The TCMP board is the body responsible for managing the TCMP under the jurisdiction 
of the Ministry of Agriculture.  The TCMP has its own staff for managing day to day 
activities of the Park.  
 
The Environmental Services Unit, under the Ministry of Health and the Environment, is 
not in a direct management role but is supposed to play a coordinating role for 
environmental issues, including protected areas.  It also is in charge of international 
environmental agreements and deals with issues related to pollution of the environment 
and climate change.   

Protected Areas  
System 

Ministry of 
Agriculture 

Ministry of Tourism 

Fisheries Division National Parks 
Authority 

Forestry Departments 

TCMP Botanic Gardens 

Park, Rec Sites, 
Beaches, Rivers,  

Ministry of Health  
and Environment 

Env Services Unit 

Central Forest Reserve 



St. Vincent and the Grenadines Protected Areas Sustainable Finance Plan  
May 2007 Final Draft 
 

15 

MARKET ANALYSIS FOR THE PROTECTED AREAS 
SYSTEM 
   

Resource Users 
 
The following table separates resource users into three categories: stakeholder, direct 
users, and competitors.  This gives a better understanding of all the actors involved in 
protected areas. 
 
Stakeholders: 
Fisheries Division 
Forestry Department 
Physical Planning  
Ministry of Tourism  
National Parks Authority 
Port Authority 
Customs  
Police, Coast Guard 
Central Water and Sewage Authority 
VINLEC 
Dive shops 
Local residents 
Youth Development Groups 
NGO’s 
Tour operators 
Vendors 
Accommodations sector 
Eateries and restaurants 
Hunters 
Fishermen – subsistence, commercial 
Taxi Association 
Water taxi operators 
 

Users: 
Residents (youth and adults) 
Schools 
Local fishermen (subsistence & commercial) 
Foreign commercial fishermen 
Charter boats 
Cruise ship passengers 
Divers 
Snorkelers 
Sportfishermen 
Marinas 
Hunters 
Tourists 
Yachties 
Hotels 
Tour Operators 
Water Taxis 
_______________________________________ 
Competitors: 
Individual Parks which offer similar activities 
Soufreire Marine Park, St. Lucia 
Bonaire Marine Protected Area, Bonaire 
Nearby marine areas where fees not charged like 
in Carriacou 
Regional terrestrial protected areas 
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SWOT Analysis  
 
Participants were asked to identify any strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats 
facing the protected areas system, protected area management, natural resources and the 
environment.  These are not ranked. 
 
Strengths: 
Unique landscape and natural beauty 
Botanical diversity 
Tobago Cays as a well known attraction 
regionally and internationally 
Established marine park 
Entrance fee system in place for MP 
Residents treasure the areas for recreation 
Well known and used beaches, dive sites 
Strong NGO base in Union and Mayreau 
Infrastructure and capacity exists: bars, dive 
shops, visitor centers, bathroom facilities 
Natural resources: forests, volcano, 
watersheds, flora and fauna, coral reefs, fish, 
turtles, sea grass beds, mangroves etc 
Local community support for management 
and willingness and capacity for co-mgmt 
Critical sites for yacht racing, local boat use, 
and well known as sailing location  
Interest from high end foreign tourists  
Return visitors, divers 
 

Weaknesses: 
High use rates and associated littering and 
pollution 
Stress on resources 
Inappropriate and harmful development 
practices 
Need more env. education in curriculum 
Unpredictable weather and landslides 
Lack of: 
�  financing 
�  incentives to generate revenue  
�  funding transparency, accountability  
�  standards for PA’s 
�  awareness  
�  access to some sites 
Little or weak: 
�  law enforcement 
�  waste management in marine environment 
�  institutional and civic responsibility  
�  capacity in business planning, management 
�  inter-agency cooperation and 

communication 
�  maintenance of park facilities and amenities 

Opportunities: 
EU funding for National Parks Authority 
Increased tourism  
Eco-tourism and community development 
Increased revenue from entrance fees 
Research and education 
Skills transfer from high end resorts to local 
communities 
Youth engagement 
Non-timber forest product development 
Medicinal plants 
Archaeology sites  
Alternative livelihoods thru nature guide 
positions and park staff positions 
Volunteering 
 

Threats: 
Overuse by both locals and tourists 
Ignorance and inertia 
Bureaucracy and government inefficiency 
Increased sewage and other discharge 
Increased run-off 
Lack of management capacity as system 
expands 
Lack of inter-agency cooperation 
Enforcement problems 
Lack of sustained funding 
Over fishing 
Destruction of natural resources from weather 
and anthropogenic factors 
Gov selling pristine crown land to finance new 
airport 
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Impact Analysis of Goods and Services Provided by Natural 
Resources 
 
The natural resources that protected areas conserve offer many goods and services that 
benfit society.  Watersheds, and indirectly the forests that protect them, supply 
100% of the water supply on mainland St. Vincent as well as providing habitat for 
flora and fauna.  Oceans provide habitats for much of the food eaten in SVG, notably 
fish, conch, and lobster which in turn provide jobs and income for fishermen.  Fish is also 
exported providing foreign exchange.  Mangroves provide coastline protection, and offer 
shelter and nursery grounds for juvenile fish and lobsters.  Corals, algae, shellfish and 
parrotfish all produce sand that provides the beautiful beaches which locals and tourists 
alike enjoy immensely.  Reefs also provide coastline protection.  For a comprehensive list 
of functions provided by natural resources please see Annex I, Table III.   
 
These natural resources provide both use and non-use value which can be captured in 
terms of economic value both directly and indirectly.  However, natural resources also 
provide value that is unquantifiable.  For example, marine protected areas enhance fish 
stocks.  This benefit can be measured directly by the additional income fishers receive as 
well as the increased diving revenue due to an improved diving product.  This increased 
revenue has indirect spillover effects into the greater economy as people have more 
disposable income to spend.  Increased fish stocks however also ensure that traditional 
livelihoods can continue (existence value) and that future generations can enjoy seeing 
and eating fish (bequest and option value).  These benefits are almost impossible to 
quantify monetarily but the value still exists and is more important than any monetary 
value that can be calculated.   
 
Determining the economic value of protected areas highlights their importance compared 
to other economic and or policy choices.  Protected areas do have a cost for establishment 
and management which initially can be quite high.  Realizing returns on this investment 
tends to take at least a few years if not a decade.  Therefore, it is important to understand 
what the economic benefits are and to see that these benefits offset the initial investment 
and provide a return on that investment in the long run.  There are several ways to 
calculate this value.  One method values the natural resources conserved by the protected 
area and assumes that without the protection these resources would be lost.  The 
valuation can also be measured by the total revenue generated by the park and or by a 
willingness to pay study or a travel valuation.  To value natural resources in general, the 
contingent valuation method can be used.  It determines the cost of replicating the 
services they provide if the natural resources were no longer there.  Another method 
values natural resources by looking at the direct and indirect revenue generated by them.  
Due to a lack of data however, only a few of these methods will be used in the following 
analysis.    
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Valuation of Natural Resources  
 
Protected Areas 
There is no data on the number of visitors to each protected area and there is only one 
protected area that charges user fees.  The Tobago Cays Marine Park just began charging 
user fees in December of 2006.  Please see Annex I, Table IV for a list of the fee 
schedule.  A projection was made estimating annual revenue from entrance fees to 
the TCMP of EC$500,000.  However, the potential exists for the park to generate up to 
EC$1 million.1   
 
Although none of the terrestrial parks charge entrance fees, there was a willingness to pay 
study done on the Vermont Nature Trail.  It estimated that there were 1025 visitors to the 
park per year and of that 64% would be willing to pay US$10.  This would generate 
EC$17,739 per year.  In another study by Ivor Jackson, assuming that the development of 
11 new parks and recreations sites was completed, the total revenue of 14 parks (out of 
22 in the entire system) was estimated at EC$826,000 in year 1, EC$974,000 in year 2, 
and EC$1,113,000 in year 3.  This study estimated fees between EC$5 and EC$13 for 
non-residents and between EC$1 and EC$5 for residents It included the Vermont Nature 
Trail and had non-residents paying an EC$13 fee and residents paying EC$5 that would 
generate a total of EC$31,500 in year 1.  (Jackson, Twenty Management Plans. 2004).  If 
we take the year 1 terrestrial fee projection and add it to the average estimate for the 
TCMP, the annual value for all marine and terrestrial protected areas is 
EC$1,326,000.  
 
Coral Reefs and Mangroves 
A recent study conducted by the International Coral Reef Action Network (ICRAN), the 
International Union of Concerned Scientists (IUCN) and the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) suggests that the value of coral reefs in the Caribbean is estimated 
between US$2000 per sq km per year in remote areas, to US1mn per sq km per year near 
tourist resorts.  Worldwide, the estimate for intact coral reefs is between US$100,000 – 
600,000 per sq km per year.  Mangroves are valued between US$200,000 and 
US$900,000 per sq km per year.  The average cost of protection of coral reefs was 
estimated at US$775 per sq km (www.iucn.org).  Using an average of these worldwide 
estimates (which is lower than the Caribbean estimate), the value of coral reefs in SVG 
is EC$54 million.  If we take reef habitats that are located in protected areas, the value is 
EC$ 27 million.  The value of all mangroves in SVG can be valued at EC$550,000 
and in protected areas this value is EC$ 313,000. 
 
 
Water 
Water is supplied by the Central Water and Sewage Authority and households and 
businesses are charged user fees.  Revenue from household water use is estimated at 
EC$6.3 million per year, with 33,000 households or 98% of the population served.  The 

                                                 
1 The projection of EC$500,000 is an average of projection estimates from various reports and analyses.  
The EC$1 million projection was made by the Park Warden of the TCMP.  
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SVG electricity company VINLEC, the bottling companies, and agricultural uses form 
the majority of the private sector.  Electricity and agricultural use is seasonal.  The data 
was not accessible at the time of writing this plan to calculate private sector water 
revenue generation.  Without total user data, a contingent valuation method could not be 
used to value water resources.  However, one can conclude that the overall value of water 
is high and only the cost of supplying it is accounted for.   
 
 
Fishing 
The value of the fishing industry can provide an estimate for the value of fish and their 
habitat.  Total catch reports collected by the Fisheries Division are presented in the 
following table. 
 

Year lbs EC$ price/lb
1995 1,693,747 6,515,501 3.85
1996 1,637,487 5,653,338 3.45
1997 1,812,350 6,267,521 3.46
1998 2,038,670 7,745,240 3.80
1999 1,649,809 6,803,801 4.12
2000 1,890,355 7,501,063 3.97
2001 1,763,939 7,023,976 3.98
2002 1,416,741 5,380,995 3.80
2003 1,784,405 6,879,982 3.86
2004 1,749,176 7,435,369 4.25
2005 1,715,638 7,344,498 4.28

1997 data from landing sites, not species totals.

Fishing Valuation

 
 
EC$7.3 million worth of fish was caught in SVG in 2005.  This is 1.7% of GDP.  
Although this is only a portion of the total fish living in the oceans in and around St. 
Vincent it does give an estimate of the value of fish to the country.  The collapse of fish 
stocks in SVG would be detrimental to the many people who for generations have made 
their living as fishermen.  And although the fishing industry may be small as a percentage 
of total GDP, fishing is part of the local culture and history of SVG and this is an 
important aspect that must be considered as perhaps more valuable than the monetary 
calculation.  
 
 
Tourism 
In recent years, the government of SVG has initiated an economic development policy 
that places much more emphasis on tourism than on agriculture, which historically had 
been a major sector of the economy of mainland St. Vincent.  Tourists come to enjoy 
both the luscious tropical vegetation of St. Vincent and the beautiful white sand beaches 
and to sail the amazing turquoise waters of the Grenadines.  The following chart shows 
visitor arrivals by type of tourist over six years. 
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In 2005, the total tourism industry made up about 66.1% of GDP, with total tourism 
expenditure estimated by the Ministry of Tourism at EC$283 million.  The following 
chart shows a historical snapshot of total expenditure for the past 8 years.  It shows an 
upward trend for tourism expenditure which is a positive sign for the economy.  
Compared to the above graph which shows tourism arrivals as relatively unchanged, the 
following graph shows that tourism expenditure is growing even though the number of 
tourists is not increasing significantly.  
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These estimates are the direct economic value going into the economy but they do not 
reflect the income generated by the government in the form of taxes, surcharges or other 
fees.  Cruiseships are charged EC$15 per passenger of which $4 is directed towards the 
Central Water and Sewage Authority and $11 goes to the consolidated fund.  The total 
income from that fee is in the following chart. 
 

Cruiseship Tax Revenue
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In addition, yachts are charged an EC$35 entry fee which represents an EC$5 per day per 
person cruising fee for seven days. Even if their stay is longer than a week there is no 
further charge.  The operators of locally-based yachts, with fee paying passengers, pay an 
annual license fee to customs of EC$300 for boats up to 30 ft, EC$500 for boats from 31-
50 ft, and EC$700 for boats over 50 ft.  Operators of bareboat yacht charters pay an 
annual license fee in the above length categories of EC$600, EC$1000, and EC$1400 or 
can alternatively pay an occasional license fee on each entry to the country of EC$60-
140.  Foreign yachts chartered with crew pay a license fee of EC$4/foot/month or EC$30 
per foot per year, plus the EC$5 per day cruise tax while in the country.  The crew is 
exempt from the cruise tax.   
 
Unfortunately, the revenue statistics do not have a breakdown of customs revenue and the 
tourism statistics do not have the size of yachts entering the country nor do they have the 
number of yacht entries but they do have visitor arrivals by yachts.  There are also 
statistics on per passenger air arrivals that pay an EC$40 exit tax which also goes to the 
consolidated fund.  The following chart shows the total amount of government revenue 
generated by tourists coming to SVG. 
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Total Government Revenue Generated by Tourist Arriv als
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If tourism expenditure and government revenue are added up, the total is almost EC$291 
million dollars.  Tourists come to SVG primarily to enjoy the beauty of the islands and 
experience both their marine and terrestrial natural resources.  In general terms, the value 
of the country’s natural resources can be equated to the value of the tourism dollar that is 
generated because of them.  Since these resources not only attract foreign tourists but also 
provide essential goods and services that the country depends on, it is an economic as 
well as moral imperative that they be preserved and protected. 
 
The next section examines the financial history of protection by examining the 
government expenditure of protected areas.  This is then compared to a financial needs 
assessment of the system of protected areas to determine the gap between what has been 
spent and what is needed to effectively manage and achieve the goals of protected areas. 
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FINANCIAL GAP ANALYSIS 
 

Historical Funding Analysis 
 
The historical funding analysis was determined by taking the expenditure of various 
government agencies that are charged with managing protected areas.  These include the 
Fisheries Division, the Forestry Department, the National Parks Authority, the Marine 
Parks Board, and the Environmental Services Unit.  There are no non-governmental or 
private organizations managing protected areas.  For a detailed look at the calculations 
please see Annex II, Table I.   
 
The following graph shows total government expenditure on the protected area system 
over a six year period.  The trend line is positive, which is an encouraging sign that more 
funding is going into the protected areas.  However much of the increase can be attributed 
to the establishment of a new statutory body in 2002: the National Parks Authority 
(NPA).  The NPA has been mandated to manage the majority of the parks and recreation 
sites in SVG.  Although the NPA legislation includes both the marine and terrestrial 
parks, in practice the NPA will focus primarily on the terrestrial sites.  
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Historically, the government focused on recurrent expenditure and a smaller portion of 
government funding went towards capital projects.  Multi-lateral, bi-lateral, and  
international NGO organizations have funded quite a few projects.  The Japanese and 
French governments have funded quite a few fisheries and TCMP projects respectively 
and the EU has agreed to fund a large National Parks Authority project to develop the 
parks system.  The following chart compares the recurrent expenditure versus capital 
expenditure.  It shows that recurrent expenditure is fairly stable versus capital 
expenditure and is also a much larger share of total expenditure. 
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From 2000 to 2005, the average government expenditure has been EC$4,100,000. 
 

Needs Assessment 

A detailed survey was conducted with stakeholders, specific users of the parks, and 
government officials working on protected areas to determine the needs of the PAS.  
Needs were determined for staff, non-staff recurrent, infrastructure and investment 
expenditure.  Reports specific to government departments, in the form of work plans, 
capital expenditure estimates and re-structuring documentation, were also used as a guide 
for future needs and changes that may occur over the next two to three years.  The Ivor 
Jackson reports detailing plans for the development and management of the parks system 
were especially useful for determining development costs for the next three years for the 
NPA and mostly terrestrial parks in St. Vincent.  For detailed information on how the 
needs assessment was calculated please see Annex II, Table II. 
 
The current needs assessment for 2007 is EC$6.8 million.  The future needs of the 
system over the next fourteen years are shown in the graph below.   
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Note that the Environmental Services Unit component does not show up on the graph as the numbers are too small. 

 
 
It was assumed that the Ivor Jackson three year development plans for the parks system 
under the NPA would begin in 2007 and that upon completion in 2009 the recurrent 
expenditure of the NPA would double to match the doubling of parks under management.  
This means an increase in staff for the NPA in 2009 in addition to the several new hires 
planned for 2007 which were assumed to have been filled. 
 
It was also assumed that a National Marine Park Authority would be developed and two 
additional marine parks would be set up by 2009 and 2012 respectively.   
The TCMP Board and the Fisheries Division envision a Marine Parks Authority to 
manage the marine protected areas at a national level, leaving the Fisheries Division to 
fulfill its mandate of managing fisheries and not marine parks.  According to a Draft 
Marine Parks Authority Bill developed in 2005, the Marine Parks Authority would be a 
statutory body like the NPA, with a board having a similar makeup to the current TCMP 
board that would determine policy and serve as a regulatory body.  The Authority would 
have a staff that would oversee individual marine park committees that would manage the 
day to day activities of the park.  The two additional marine parks that would be created 
were assumed to have similar needs as the TCMP.  It was also assumed that the two 
marine parks would likely be in areas where there are already marine conservation areas 
like the St. Vincent Blue Lagoon, Young Island conservation area and the Bequia Devil’s 
Table conservation area.   
 
The graph shows that there are big increases in spending in the National Parks Authority 
and the Marine Parks Authority which reflects the assumptions outlined above.  Based on 
these assumptions, it was then determined that the Fisheries Division and the Forestry 
Department would offer technical assistance to the protected area managers.  This would 
allow them to concentrate more fully on those areas and activities that they currently 
work on that relate to the protected areas system.  It is for this reason that their 
expenditure needs do not increase by very much.  Additionally, it was assumed in both 
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the historical analysis and the needs assessment that Fisheries and Forestry Officers who 
worked on protected areas and conservation did so full time.  In actuality however, there 
are some officers, especially in the Fisheries Division, who do not spend all of their time 
working on protected areas.  Thus, there is some overestimation built into the 
calculations.  
 
A fourteen year period was chosen to coincide with the potential for St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines signing on to the Caribbean Challenge.  The Caribbean Challenge sets the 
goal of protecting 25% of both the marine and terrestrial habitats by 2020 and managing 
these areas effectively to achieve the mission of protected areas.  Currently, SVG has 
26% marine and 49% terrestrial habitats in a designated protected area.  However, in the 
case of the marine habitats much of this falls under marine conservation areas whose only 
regulation is no spear fishing.  There is no enforcement or management of these areas 
currently other than the TCMP which is also considered to be a marine conservation area 
as well as a marine park.  If the 25% target for marine habitats is to be met under the 
Caribbean Challenge, and the current state of marine conservation areas continue then the 
two additional marine parks along with the TCMP would have to equal 25% of the 
marine protected areas to achieve the goal of the Caribbean Challenge.   
 

Financial GAP Analysis 
 
The projected available funding for the PAS in 2007 is based on the average 
government expenditure for 2000 to 2005 which is EC$4.1 million.  The needs for 
2007 total EC$6.8 million, so the gap is EC$2.7 million.  It is possible that by 2020, 
the gap, with no government increase in expenditure beyond inflation, could reach 
EC$8.0 million.  
 
The financial gap over time between available funding and the financial needs for the 
protected areas system are shown in the graph below.  There are four scenarios in terms 
of available funding.  The first assumes no increase in government expenditure other than 
three percent inflation.  This growth rate was determined by looking at the historical 
expenditure growth rate for salaries.  The second and third scenarios assume a five 
percent and seven percent government expenditure growth rate respectively.  The fourth 
scenario looks at potential government expenditure (with no increase in government 
expenditure besides inflation) coupled with the EU grant for the NPA, and user fees 
collected as estimated in the Ivor Jackson report and estimated for the TCMP only.  
These sources of funding are used here because they are the primary alternative sources 
of funding used by government agencies to fund protected area activities.  In addition, 
these have a high likelihood of being implemented.  The fourth scenario assumes no new 
financial mechanisms are put into place. 
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Financial Gap Analysis
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If the EU funding comes through and must be spent in three years, there will be an excess 
of funds during that period.  The ability to spend that much funding and fulfill EU 
reporting requirements by one small, new agency which has only four full time 
employees will be extremely difficult.  This is the case even considering the planned 
Project Support Unit made up of a consulting team that will assist the NPA staff on 
project management.  It is possible that the total EU funding will not be acquired 
therefore other avenues for funding need to be explored to fill the gap.   
 
The assumption is that the NPA and Marine Parks Authority are the two expansion areas 
for the PAS and as statutory bodies are supposed to be self-financed.  The chart below 
presents what their needs are separately from the other government agencies and 
compares the needs to the two most feasible financial mechanisms: user fees and a PA 
trust.  It includes the EU funding as a reference.  These two financial mechanisms are 
described in more detail in the Viable Financing Mechanisms section of this document.  
They are used here because they are directly related to protected areas, can be used for 
any protected area activity, and at this point are the most likely to be implemented.  Other 
potential financial mechanisms have a less direct link to protected area spending.  For 
example, a water fund is more geared towards specific watershed protection activities 
than protected area management. 
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Total Needs of Terrestrial and Marine Parks Versus User Fees 
and PA Trust Revenue
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The chart assumes that a PA Trust could be set up in 2007 but would not be fully 
capitalized and pay out money before 2011.  It shows that even with user fees and a PA 
Trust the Marine Park Authority and the NPA would need additional sources of funding.  
To see how the revenue projections were estimated please see Annex II, Table III.



St. Vincent and the Grenadines Protected Areas Sustainable Finance Plan  
May 2007 Final Draft 
 

29 

FUNDING ANALYSIS  

Current Revenue Generation by Protected Areas 
 
As mentioned earlier, the only protected area to charge entrance fees is the Tobago Cays 
Marine Park which started doing so recently in December 2006.  Although the legislation 
passed in 1997 allows for user fees to be collected, it took eight years for a system of user 
fees to be implemented.  Please see Annex I, Table IV for a detailed list of the fees.  
 
The Botanical Gardens collects a voluntary entrance fee from tourists. 
 

Funding Strategies 
 
In order to fill the financial gap, new and more adequate sources of funding must be 
discovered.  The following is a list of potential financial mechanisms which could be 
implemented to help fill the financial gap in protected area management.   
 
Possible Funding Sources Source of Revenue 
Multi-lateral Funding  GEF, FAO 
Bi-lateral Funding  DFID, French, Japan, USFS 
International NGOs TNC, WWF, CI,  
International Foundations Macarthur Foundation 
Payments for Environmental Services Downstream users, water consumers 
Land Conservation Fund Land transfers 
Park User Fees Individuals, Tourists, Researchers 
Privatization of Park Services Tour operators, private sector 
Debt for Nature Swap Donors, Government, NGO’s 
Per Tourist Exit Tax Stay-over visitors 
Environmental Levies Individuals 
Government Contribution Government 
Hotel Occupancy Tax Hotel clients 
Cruise Ship Fees Cruise ship passengers 
Fines Individuals, Corporations 
Permits and Licenses Fishers, Hunters, Researchers,  
Biodiversity Prospecting Pharmaceutical Companies 
Carbon Sequestration Payments Corporations, Government 
Green Investments Corporations 
Fish Catch and Service Levies Commercial Fishers 
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VIABLE FINANCIAL MECHANISMS  
 
These potential mechanisms have been analyzed according to criteria that 
determine overall complexity of implementation versus impact of implementation.  
These criteria assist in determining whether these funding strategies should be pursued in 
the short-term or might be more appropriate later on.  Three key criteria are the potential 
for generating revenue, the certainty or volatility of that revenue generation, and the 
complexity of implementation.  Feedback from stakeholders also helped to determine 
overall feasibility.  In the following section, only the most viable financial mechanisms 
will be described as well as feasible amounts of revenue that could be generated to fill the 
financial gap.  
 
Multilateral Funding 
The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is the funding arm of the United Nations 
Environment and Development Programs and funds activities in four major areas: 
biodiversity, water, climate change and desertification.  Biodiversity programs in SVG 
have primarily only received funding for the reporting requirements under the CBD.  The 
GEF III financing window has just ended and SVG is eligible to receive an early action 
grant of up to US$250,000 for the UNDP program (EC$675,000).  RFP’s will be sent out 
by June or July and funding will go towards implementing aspects of the PoW on 
Protected Areas.  Half of all funding is geared towards SIDS or LDC.   This puts SVG in 
a good position to access this GEF funding and apply it towards implementing new 
financial mechanisms for the PAS.  
 
In the next window, GEF IV, SVG is eligible to receive up to US$3.6 million although it 
should only expect to be able to access about US$1.0 – US$1.5 million of these funds.  
This is perhaps the biggest opportunity for the PAS in terms of multi-lateral funding.  
Although multi-lateral funding is not a stable, long term funding source, a US$1 million 
grant for a medium sized project could be used to implement financial mechanisms that 
would improve the financial sustainability of the PAS in the long term.  A grant could 
cover the costs of research and implementation of a national user fee system for example 
or could go towards establishing and capitalizing a protected area trust, two financial 
mechanisms that require quite a bit of groundwork and dedicated resources.   
 
Bi-lateral Funding 
Bi-lateral funding for natural resource projects has come primarily from the French, 
Japanese, and Canadian governments in the past.  Better reporting requirements are 
necessary to fully determine past external funding sources and amounts.  When 
comparing the annual budget reports for capital projects and their funding sources, the 
amounts of funding and the years spent were different than reports from government 
staff.  Currently, there is a large EU project scheduled for the NPA and park development 
initiative in the amount of EC$17 million over the next three years.  As was previously 
mentioned, this large amount will be difficult to access and to spend.  However, if it does 
come through, it would be more than enough to fund the protected areas system needs.  It 
remains to be seen if the funding can be used to support areas within the PAS which by 
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law the NPA is mandated to manage but is currently not focusing on, such as the 
development of a Marine Protected Authority or the development of Marine Protected 
Areas.   
 
PA User Fee System 
The only protected area to charge a fee currently is the TCMP.  Quite a few studies have 
been used to estimate the potential revenue of the TCMP.  The estimates fall between 
EC$273,500 at the low end and EC$1,020,800 at the high end.  The average is about 
EC$500,000.  The Ivor Jackson reports also estimated potential revenue if fees were 
charged to enter fourteen of the twenty sites to be developed.  Many of these already have 
some infrastructure and are visited regularly but none have a user fee system in place.  
The fees range from EC$5 – 13 for non-residents, and EC$1-5 for residents.  The total 
revenue from developed sites is EC$825,640 in year one, EC$974,035 in year two, and 
EC$1,113,112 in year 3(Jackson, Management Plans 2004).  So assuming, EC$500,000 
for TCMP and EC$825,640 for terrestrial parks, the total revenue that could be generated 
from park user fees is EC$1,325,640.   
 
The other sites under development that do not have plans to charge user fees are more 
recreational beach areas or lookout points where it would be difficult to enforce an 
entrance fee policy.  There is a cost associated with collecting fees, such as labor costs 
and infrastructural needs to implement the system like a boat or a booth.  What must be 
remembered however is that staff hired to collect fees serve multiple functions.  For 
example, in the TCMP, many foreign charter boats would come for the day without 
clearing customs and paying the cruiser fee.  Now that there are rangers patrolling to 
ensure that all boats have a TCMP entrance ticket, they are also ensuring that all foreign 
boats have cleared customs which helps the customs officers do their job.  Similarly, fee 
collectors in terrestrial parks can also provide information to visitors and enforce rules 
and regulations.   
 
Although a Willingness to Pay study for the Vermont Nature Trail showed that 64% of 
visitors would pay $US10 or EC$27, it was thought better to introduce a user fee system 
with a lower fee of between EC$5 and EC$13.  However there is a possibility then that 
the fees could increase in the future and raise more revenue.  
 
Government Contribution 
The government contributes a substantial amount to fund the various departments that are 
involved with PA management and environmental issues in general.  From 2000 to 2005, 
the government increased its expenditure in these departments by about 70%.  That is a 
14% increase per year.  If the government increased its 2005 expenditure by 13% then 
EC$500,000 could be added.  If the PAS is going to expand in terms of the number of 
sites managed and also in terms of adding a MPA, then it would be reasonable for the 
government to increase its contribution to the system. 
 
PA Airport Fee  
The Belize PA Conservation Trust (PACT) currently collects a US$3.75 exit fee to help 
fund its PAS.  In SVG, the government charges a EC$40 airport exit tax.  If the exit tax 
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could be expanded to include a US$1 PA fee , then EC$256,500 could be raised.  This is 
assuming that there are 95,000 air passengers, which is based on the 2005 stay over air 
arrivals figure collected by the Ministry of Tourism.(MoT, 2006)  Since the NPA and the 
marine park board are both statutory bodies, they have the power to charge fees to cover 
their costs so legislation would not have to be introduced.  In addition, the collection 
system is already in place with the exit tax.  An independent fund would have to be 
created to ensure the money goes to the PAS and not into the consolidated fund.  The 
difficulty facing an environmental airport fee is the lack of political will to implement 
such a fee.   
 
The government is currently building a new airport and among other things, has sold 
crown land in Bequia to fund the project.  Increasing the exit tax would likely occur to 
fund the cost of the new airport rather than to support the PAS.  Therefore it might be 
more feasible to ask for voluntary donations from air passengers.  The Belize exit charge 
started out as a voluntary fee.  This could be in the form of “pennies for parks” where 
visitors place their change in a collection box before leaving the country.  A major 
promotional campaign would have to be put in the airport to inform visitors of how their 
donation would be spent and why it is important to support the PAS in SVG.  A 
willingness to pay study should be conducted to gauge the potential revenue that an exit 
tax and or donation system could generate.  The overall Caribbean market would also 
have to be analyzed in terms of exit taxes at airports to determine competition among 
other similar destinations. 
 
PA Cruiseship Fee 
Cruiseships currently pay an EC$15 per passenger fee.  EC$4 of this fee goes to the 
CWSA and the rest to the consolidated fund.  Other than this fee, cruiseship passengers 
spend very little money in the country.  They do go on tours that take them to the 
waterfalls or on boat excursions up the coast.  It is feasible that cruiseship passengers 
would be willing to pay an extra US$1 to support the environment that they are enjoying.  
With 72,000 visitors per year, this could generate EC$194,400.  Since cruiseship 
packages are all inclusive there would need to be negotiations with the cruiseship 
companies which in the past has proven difficult.  The cruiseship industry is extremely 
competitive and countries are constantly striving to attract more and more cruiselines.  
SVG’s Port Authority just recently finished a cruiseship terminal with a projected 20 year 
return on investment.  Therefore, the fee may have to be a voluntary donation collected 
by either the Port Authority or tour companies.  In Belize, the government recently 
implemented a US$2 per passenger PA fee which is deposited into the PACT..  Since a 
collection system already exist this wouldn’t be difficult to add.  Again, a willingness to 
pay study would have to be conducted to determine the amount that could be charged and 
the potential revenue that could be generated if the system were voluntary. 
 
PA Trust 
In order to leverage revenue generated and make it sustainable in the long term a 
conservation trust fund could be established.  A trust fund is a mechanism which 
mitigates the variability of revenue flows from other financial mechanisms to ensure that 
selected management activities receive stable and continuous funding.  A conservation 



St. Vincent and the Grenadines Protected Areas Sustainable Finance Plan  
May 2007 Final Draft 
 

33 

trust fund is an independent non-governmental source of funding for a specific 
environmental issue or cause.  In this case, it would be a protected areas trust fund with 
an endowment component initially capitalized by a medium sized grant from the GEF.  It 
would also act as a pass through entity for PA revenue that is generated as well as for 
mulit- and bi-lateral funding.  A board of trustees would be established which would 
develop an investment management plan, oversee the financial management of the fund 
and decide how to distribute the annual disbursement of money from the interest and 
dividends of the fund.  This board would consist of individuals from both the public and 
private sector who work in or know about finance and investment as well as 
environmental, conservation and protected area issues.  The board would administer the 
funds in such a way as to meet certain criteria that are in line with the trust’s mission and 
goals. Transparency and financial reporting would be built into the structure of the trust 
fund by contracting an independent auditor to review accounting and financial 
statements.  As an independent body from the government, a fund like this avoids the 
bureaucratic inefficiencies of government and can respond more quickly and more 
flexibly to the changing needs of the PAS.  A conservation trust fund also gives donors 
more confidence that their money is being directly spent on conservation.  Donors 
traditionally have been very supportive of the creation of PA trusts. 
 
Although trust fund management costs can be high, there is currently a movement to 
group small trust funds from different countries together and share the management costs 
through the establishment of a collective trust where each individual fund is a 
shareholder.  Funds with larger endowments have had higher returns at a lower cost.  Not 
only are fees proportionally lower but administrative time is also reduced.  Due to the 
complexity of a collective trust, it is advised that a large NGO with experience managing 
large trust funds, and money invested in the conservation funds, would oversee the 
management of the collective trust.  This would further reduce management costs and 
time for the individual conservation trust members.   
 
The Forest Resource Conservation Act, the Wildlife Conservation Act and the National 
Parks Act call for the establishment of a fund to finance their respective institutions.  
None of these funds have been developed.  It is recommended that only one PA or 
conservation fund be established to increase efficiency, decrease costs, and increase the 
return potential.  Many of the same people would be involved in all three funds so it 
makes more sense to have one larger fund that has more capital and lower management 
costs.  Either the current legislation would have to be amended or a bill could be drafted 
to form one PA trust.  The legislation would also have to include a mechanism for user 
fees and other revenue generated by PA’s to go directly into the fund to increase the 
capital base.  Currently, fees from the TCMP are put into an account that is managed by 
the attorney general.  Fund requests are sent to the attorney general’s office and 
disbursements are then made through them.  This is a regulatory mechanism put in place 
by the government. 
 
If a protected area trust was established and capitalized to have US$3 million in principal, 
averaged a ten percent annual return and had a five percent annual disbursement amount 
from the principal, then it could generate EC$445,000 per year.  ` 
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The possibility of a trust being set up is high.  The GEF IV window is looking to finance 
projects that implement sustainable financing mechanisms that will fund biodiversity 
conservation over the long term.  It no longer is going to fund protected area management 
costs directly.  Therefore, the incentive is high for governments to set up a transparent 
and independent mechanism like a PA trust that will be capitalized by multi-lateral, bi-
lateral and/or non-governmental organizations.   
 

Summary of Potential Revenue Generation  
 
Revenue Generation Mechanism Amount in EC$ 
User Fees 1,325,000 
Government Contribution 500,000 
PA Airport Fee 256,000 
PA Cruiseship Fee 194,000 
PA Trust 445,000 
Total 2,720,000 
2007 Gap 2,700,000 
Surplus 20,000 
 
The above chart shows that if all the potential financing mechanisms could be 
implemented, the revenue generated would be enough to fill the 2007 gap of EC$2.1 
million.  These mechanisms will not be implemented this year to cover the 2007 
projected gap however the above shows a potential portfolio of financial mechanisms that 
could potentially fill the gap.   
 

Future Potential Funding Mechanisms 
 
Payments for Environmental Services 
Payment for Environmental Services is a financing mechanism which generates revenue 
by applying a cost to services provided for “free” by nature.  Users who benefit from the 
service pay to ensure that nature continues to provide the service.  This is usually at a 
much lower cost than man made substitutions.  One such service provided by nature is 
clean water.  St. Vincent is blessed with an abundant source of water which, for now, 
meets its needs for water demand for both household consumers and businesses such as 
the bottling plants.  The supply of water also goes towards providing seasonal hydro-
electricity.  Forests are instrumental in enabling watersheds to provide this clean water to 
the public.  They prevent soil erosion and act as filters as well as aiding in the 
hydrological cycle.  Therefore, in order to protect the valuable services provided by 
watersheds, the forests must also be protected.   
 
The CWSA is responsible for the provision of water supplies, distribution of water, and 
conservation, and protection of catchment areas.  The latter, conservation and protection 
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activities are done in cooperation with the Forestry Department but not enough funding is 
allocated to this end.  Although the CWSA and VINLEC provide some funding to the 
Forestry Department for its Integrated Watershed Management Project, in the amount of 
EC$72,000/yr, this amount is not adequate to protect the forests from agricultural 
exploitation.  Agricultural cultivation continues to creep into forested areas that protect 
watersheds.  However, the threat to the current water supply drying up is seen as very low 
and so the high cost of alternative sources of water such as desalination plants or 
borehole drilling is not an incentive for protection.    
 
A new source of revenue for such protection could come from implementing a 
conservation surcharge which would be used to protect the forests surrounding 
watersheds and to manage these important and strategic areas.  The important aspect of 
such a surcharge is that, as water demand increases, the alternatives to supplying water, 
become more and more expensive, therefore conservation of watersheds is the most cost-
efficient way to at least maintain if not increase the supply of clean, fresh water.  It is 
economically prudent to invest in protective management today which also offers other 
indirect benefits like preserving bio-diversity in the forests, sequestering carbon etc. 
 
One obstacle comes from a user price perception as many people feel that they are 
already paying too much for water and electricity and there is a general feeling that water 
is not scarce.  An estimated 33,000 or 98% of households have access to clean potable 
water which generates EC$6.3 million, which is an under estimate due to gaps in data on 
consumer use and does not include the private sector.   Although water is readily 
accessible to most of the population, electricity is seen as being very expensive.  As the 
cost of fuel rises, hydro-electricity becomes more and more important which means that 
an abundant supply of water is vital.  An extensive public awareness campaign explaining 
the linkages between water and forests would have to coincide with any surcharge on 
water consumption to educate people as to the necessity and long term efficiency of such 
a program. 
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CHALLENGES TO IMPLEMENTATION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS   
 
Legislative and management issues related to the PAS have been extensively covered in 
the Ivor Jacskon reports and the “OECS Review of the Policy, Legal and Institutional 
Frameworks for Protected Areas Management in St. Vincent and the Grenadines” report.  
The following section will briefly highlight the most important issues that create 
challenges to implement a sustainable finance plan and to effectively manage the 
protected areas system. 
 

Legislation 
 
In the past, the process of amending an act or passing a new bill has proven to be difficult 
and time consuming.  The Marine Parks Authority Bill of 2005 must be passed to 
establish a managing body for marine protected areas.  The Fisheries Division that 
could potentially push to have this legislation passed is currently undergoing its own 
structural changes moving from a division to a department.  It is not likely that it will be 
able to push through in the near future new legislation establishing a new statutory body 
that will require new government funding.   
 
Other legislative changes need to occur to define the roles and responsibilities of the NPA 
and the Forestry Department.  The legislation for both of these agencies overlaps in 
terms of jurisdiction and mandates of protecting terrestrial forested areas.  The 
NPA’s mandate is very broad encompassing marine areas as well.  In addition, the Ivor 
Jackson reports, which have produced a plan for the NPA, re-structure the categorization 
of both terrestrial and marine protected areas.  This too will require legislative changes.   
 
In addition, the establishment of a PA trust will require either amending the acts that 
set up conservation funds or the passing of new legislation.  Ensuring that funds 
generated by PA’s or other financial mechanisms go directly into the PA trust will likely 
require some new legislation to legally establish a mechanism for non-governmental 
control of these funds.    
 
Another issue is the lack of implementation of existing legislation, rules and regulations.  
It took eight years for the TCMP to implement user fees.  No take rules in the TCMP 
have been broken with little if any punishment brought to bear on violators.  Agriculture 
in mainland St. Vincent is occurring above the 1000ft limit set by legislation.  
Enforcement of conservation measures and protected area regulations is one of the most 
difficult areas of PA management.  It remains to be seen whether more rangers or guards, 
as provided for in the needs assessment will be able to combat poachers, fee evaders etc.   
 
In terms of financial matters, three separate acts have outlined the development of 
conservation funds yet none have been established.  If these acts are amended to form one 
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PA trust, the establishment of such a trust will require a dedicated person or group to 
make sure that it is done.  
 

Management 
 
If the NPA is now responsible for the recreational aspects of terrestrial PA’s and 
recreational sites as well as beaches, rivers and streams, yet the Forestry Department is 
responsible for the Central Forest Region and deals with watershed protection, the two 
agencies will have to work together to strategically and efficiently manage these 
resources.  A co-management structure between the Forestry Department and the 
NPA must be established, with defined roles and responsibilities. 
 
Another management issue is that there is no designated person to spearhead the 
development of a Marine Parks Authority, thus leaving the current marine management 
system in place.  This suggests that it is not a priority, that it will likely take many years 
to develop and that the protection of marine resources will be limited to the TCMP for 
now.  The TCMP board has had difficulty in the past managing the park due to a top 
down management structure where almost all decisions regarding the park are made by 
the Board, including some day to day management decisions.  Members of the Board 
include government officials who have never been to the Park, although field trips have 
been attempted.  Even during the re-opening of the TCMP, when the entrance fees were 
implemented, not all members of the board were present.  The Board is supposed to meet 
monthly but these meetings do not always occur regularly.  The Board should act as an 
oversight committee that determines policy, approves financial and management 
reports and supports the TCMP in the larger community and within the 
government.  The TCMP staff should have more discretion in managing the Park’s day 
to day activities as well as longer term projects.  Enabling and training the park staff to 
manage the park more independently would benefit both the Board members who have 
full time jobs of their own, and the park itself. 
 
The local communities in Union and Mayreau, which are closest to the TCMP have been 
frustrated by the lack of input they have into the park’s management.  Co-management 
ideas have been discussed but it does not seem like the Board is ready for such a step.   
   
One other management issue is the lack of a coordinating mechanism among all 
actors and agencies working in PA’s.  Although the Environmental Services Unit is 
supposed to act as a coordinating body it also has its own responsibilities.  It is made up 
of only three people and deals with a wide range of issues from climate change to 
pollution to environmental health.  This begs the question whether another coordinating 
mechanism should be put in place to oversee specific PA management issues.  Perhaps 
with the establishment of a PA trust, there could be a PA stakeholder committee set up to 
coordinate the various agencies involved.  
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Capacity 
 
The capacity for the NPA to absorb all of the EU funding before the end of its project is 
limited.  It has started to set up a Project Support Unit to assist it in managing the project 
but it will still be difficult to implement the ambitious site development plans and manage 
all of these mini-projects as well as build up the agency from within.  Other plans for the 
project include setting up a co-management structure between either regional tourism 
organizations or community organizations to manage the sites.  This would require a lot 
of effort to build the capacity of such institutions to be able to manage sites and could add 
more work to an already stretched staff.  Even if there was the necessary funding to fully 
staff agencies, it is not clear whether the positions could be filled by qualified persons.   
 
Another area where capacity must be increased is in the enforcement area.  The 
knowledge of rules and regulations among government officials, the police and coast 
guard officers must be increased.  The process of training in environmental laws, rules 
and regulations must be integrated in overall training of the police and coast guard.  
Although Fisheries officers have the power of seizure and arrest they involve the police 
or coast guard to do so, therefore it is imperative that these officers are better trained to 
understand what the rules are and why it is important to enforce them. 
  
It is evident that major challenges exist to effectively manage the PA system and to be 
able to implement the sustainable finance plan.  Understanding these challenges is the 
first step towards overcoming them.   
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ACTION PLAN 
  
This section outlines a five year plan to begin implementing the sustainable finance plan 
and addressing some of the challenges that exist.  These actions are a result of the 
findings of the plan and suggestions made by various participants throughout the research 
process.  
 
Year 1: 2007-2008 

• Financial  
– Develop GEF Medium Sized Project to support implementation of PA 

System Sustainable Finance Plan (TNC can assist with this via funding of 
NISP coordinator) 

– Identify at least one other Bi-lateral entity to support implementation of 
Sustainable Finance Plan  

– Hold a donor’s conference and present the plan to highlight total needs 
and the action plan (TNC can provide funds for this) 

– Develop revenue tracking mechanism for fee system starting with Tobago 
Cays Marine Park 

– Research feasibility of receiving US$1/passenger from cruiseships for the 
Protected Areas System 

 
 

• Legislative and Management 
– Through the NPA EU grant and the Project Management Unit, using the 

Ivor Jackson Master Plan, review the PA management structure & begin 
identifying steps for co-management structure through participatory 
process 

– Define roles and responsibilities of various departments involved in PA’s 
– Identify persons or agencies to support the passing of the Marine Parks 

Authority Bill draft (2005)  
– With Ministry of Tourism, implement on-site visitor data collection 

system  
– Develop and enact legislation for PA Trust (TNC assistance) 

 
 
Year 2: 2008-2009 

• Financial  
– Develop GEF MSP to support capitalization of PA Trust (TNC) 
– Conduct a willingness to pay study on water consumption fees to conserve 

watershed areas, in conjunction with a CWSA/VINLEC public awareness 
campaign (TNC has some funds to assist) 

– Research feasibility of receiving US$1/arrival from airport fees with 
building of new airport to fund Protected Areas system 

 
• Legislative and Management  
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– Gazette revised Marine Parks Act 
– Establish Marine Parks Authority 
– Train coast guard and police officers on environmental rules and 

regulations related to protected areas. 
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Year 3: 2009-2010 
• Financial  

– Create the PA Trust’s Board of Trustees:  Board determines management 
guidelines for the fund’s assets, disbursement structure, and develops a 
monitoring and evaluation system of funded projects.  

– Organize meeting with another Caribbean environmental fund’s board to 
better understand how a fund works, and to hear about lessons learned. 

– Begin distributing PA Trust funds 
– Conduct a willingness to pay study on land transaction fees to help 

generate revenue for the Protected Areas System. 
 

• Legislative and Management 
– Marine Parks Authority begins laying groundwork for establishment of 

two new marine parks and researches co-management structure 
– National Parks Authority develops co-management structure 

 
 
Year 4: 2010-2011 

• Financial 
– Implement expanded user fee system (funded by EU site development 

project) and track revenue generation (See if in line with estimates in Ivor 
Jackson reports) 

– Review sustainable finance plan mechanisms not implemented to 
determine challenges and obstacles.  

 
• Legislative and Management 

– Implement co-management structure at selected terrestrial sites and at 
Tobago Cays Marine Park 

– Review PA Mgmt System to identify if departments, and parks are fully 
staffed, have necessary equipment and materials and are operating 
efficiently 

 
 
Year 5: 2011-2012 

• Financial 
– Review financial mechanisms for protected areas and with user feedback 

determine necessary changes and next steps to increase income 
 

• Legislative and Management 
– Prepare for opening of two new marine parks 
– Progress Report on Sustainable Finance Plan: Compare action plan to  

actual measures and changes made 
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COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
 
The Millennium Development Goals set clear targets to eradicate extreme poverty, 
improve health and education and ensure environmental sustainability using specific 
indicators to measure progress.  Goal 7, ensure environmental sustainability, has two 
indicators related to protected areas.  The first indicator measures the proportion of land 
area that is forested.  The second indicator measures the ratio of land that is protected to 
total surface area.  A third indicator is access to an improved water source.( 
(http://unstats.un.org/unsd/mdg/Host.aspx?Content=Indicators/OfficialList.htm).  St. 
Vincent and the Grenadines has 25% of its terrestrial and 50% of its marine area 
designated as protected area.  This is much greater than the 10% and 12% targets in the 
CBD.  It also provides 98% of its population with fresh water therefore St. Vincent is 
well placed to meet the Millenium Development Goals.  However, much work must be 
done to better manage the protected areas and watersheds to conserve the habitat and 
flora and fauna that exist within.     
 
The natural resource valuations of coral reefs, mangroves, protected areas, fishing, water 
and the tourism industry estimated that the total value of natural resources to SVG 
between EC$306 million and EC$387 million.  There is not enough data to estimate the 
value of natural resources that are in the PAS by type but a very general estimate can be 
made taking the percentage of PA land area and multiplying it by the low end total 
national value estimate.  This equals EC$230 million.  Compared to the PAS needs 
assessment of EC$7 million currently, the value of natural resources in the PAS is 32 
times the cost of protecting the marine and terrestrial resources.  Although this is a 
simple cost benefit analysis, it demonstrates the immense difference between the overall 
value of natural resources and what it costs to protect them. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
The funding gap for the PA system is currently at EC$2.7 million.  Although this is a 
large amount it is tiny compared to the relative value of the environment itself.  The 
tourism industry alone makes up 66% of GDP, earning EC$283 million.  Protecting these 
resources that visitors come to see should be of utmost importance.  This protection 
however should not be only for tourists but for Vincentians as well and their children and 
their children’s children.  That is what protected areas do.  They provide areas for flora 
and fauna to thrive and to spillover to the rest of the environment to ensure their 
continued existence and diversity.  Protected areas also provide wonderful education 
value for children and adults to learn about their environment and their heritage.  St. 
Vincent is well on its way to protecting a large portion of its beautiful lands and seas but 
it must work to overcome the challenges that hinder effective management of protected 
areas.  It must place greater importance on adequate and sustainable funding of protected 
areas, public awareness, and enforcement to ensure the best possible environmental and 
economic development of St.Vincent and the Grenadines. 
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Annex I, Table I  
 
List of Participants 
 
 
 
Name Department
Mr. Ryan Fisheries, Chief Fisheries Officer
Ms. Punnett Fisheries, Marine Biologist
Ms. Edwards Fisheries, Conservation Officer
Mr. Johnson Forestry, Chief Forestry Officer
Mr. Richards Forestry Officer
Mr. Providence Forestry Officer, Project Manager IFMP
Mr. Kirby Port Authority, Manager
Ms. Doren Simmons Prime Minister's Office
Mr. Pompey PMO, National Security, Permanent Secretary
Mr. Jackson Ministry of Health & Environment
Mr. Edwards Ministry of Finance
Ms. Antoine Accounting, Treasury Department
Ms. Joan Ryan CWSA, Solid Waste Management, Public Relations 
Mr. Matthews Customs Officer
Mr. John Coast Guard, Chief Petty Officer
Mr. James Coast Guard, Commander
Mr. Bowman Physical Planning, Officer
Mr. Wilson National Parks Authority, Assistant Director
Mr. Weeks National Parks Authority, Director
Ms. Grand Ministry of Tourism, Permanent Secretary
Mr. Belmar Assistant Director of Grenadine Affairs
Mr. Dublin Tobago Cays Marine Park, Manager
Father Roach Tobago Cays Marine Park, Head of the Board
Father daSelva MEDO
Mr. Barriteau Sustainable Grenadines, Project Manager
Kim Fantasea Tours, Owner
Clint HazEco Tours, Owner
Hal Sea Breaze Tours, Owner
Kay Indigo Dive, Owner
Mr. Tewes Dive St. Vincent, Owner

Dive Bequia
Bequia Dive Adventure

Noel Patterson Correa Tours
Commander Mr. Robin Director of Maritime Affairs  
 
 



St. Vincent and the Grenadines Protected Areas Sustainable Finance Plan  
May 2007 Final Draft 
 

45 

Annex I, Table II 
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Annex I, Table III 
 

CHECKLIST OF FUNCTIONS OF 
PROTECTED AREAS (deGroot) 

Resource in PA’s 
Provides Function 

I. Regulation Functions 

Regulation of chemical composition of the 
atmosphere and oceans 

A X Forests 

Climate regulation A X Ocean 
Watershed Protection A X Forests 
Water catchment A X Forests 
Coastal protection A X Reefs, beaches, mangroves 
Erosion prevention and sediment control A X Mangroves, trees 
Fixation of solar energy/biomass 
production 

A X Mangroves, trees, sea grass 

Storage and recycling of organic matter, 
nutrients, and human waste 

A X Mangroves, forests, sea grass 

Biological control B X  
Nursery function and migration habitat B X Mangroves, sea grass, reefs 
Maintenance of biological diversity B X Forests, Reef ecosystem 
 
II. Carrier Functions 

Habitation (indigenous people) C   
Cultivation (sustainable) C X Fish, Turtles, Conch, 

Lobster, Trees 
Energy conversion C X Mangroves, trees, sea grass 
Recreation and Tourism C X Reef ecosystem, beaches, 

forests, waterfalls  
Nature protection B X Forests, reefs, mangroves 
 
III. Production Functions 

Food/nutrition C X Fish, Conch, Squid, Urchin, 
Turtles, Manicou, Fruits,  

Genetic resources C X Plants and animals 
Medicinal resources C X Plants 
Raw materials for clothing etc C X Plants 
Raw materials for manufacturing C X Mangroves, coral, sand, 

trees, plants 
Biochemicals C   
Fuel and energy C X Mangroves, trees 
Ornamental resources C X Coral, coconuts, seeds 
    
IV. Information Functions    

Aesthetic information  B X  
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Spiritual/Religious Information B   
Historic Information B X Industrial Archaeology 
Cultural/artistic information C X Traditional activities 
Educational/scientific information B X Forests and reef ecosystems 
 
A. Function is performed regardless of mgmt objective, no special mgmt measures 
needed (other than maintenance of the natural integrity of the area in question) 
B. Main objective of protected areas; in principle compatible with conservation  
objectives and national park mgmt 
C. Secondary objective, only to be utilized when this is possible in a sustainable 
manner (i.e. w/out interference w/ primary objectives), preferably in special use zones 
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Annex I, Table IV 
 

Tobago Cays User Fees 
 

Type of Fee Duration  Rate EC$ 
Entrance Fee     

Yacht passengers Per Person 10 
Cruise ship 

Passengers Per Person 10 

Scuba Divers 
Per Person Per 

Day 10 
Day tours Per person 10 
Windjammer / big 

yacht Per person 10 
Local excursions Per person 2 
     

Commercial Operators     
Vendor License Per year / month 200/20 
Water Taxi License Per year / month 300/30 
Charter boats Per trip / year 400/40 

Dive shop License 
Per wk / year / 

month 25/80/800 
Local excursion Per trip 500 
     

Other income     
Filming permits Per permit 300 
Wedding permits Per permit 300 

   
Moorings* 

Yachts   
40ft & under Per Day (24 hrs) 40 
41 ft-70 ft Per Day (24 hrs) 50 
71 ft-100 ft Per Day (24 hrs) 60 
     

Other    
Dingy Moorings Per Day (24 hrs) 15 
Dive Moorings Per Day (24 hrs) 10 

 
 
Mooring fees are not currently charged at the park however they were approved by 
Cabinet on November 1, 2006, as part of the overall user fee system. There is a plan to 
install more moorings and to charge for their use in the future. 
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Annex II, Table I 
 
Recurrent Expenditure 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006* avg 2000-05
Department estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual
Environmental Services 115,298 84,677 119,213 92,688 118,173 95,276 121,701 108,862 133,340 96,114 161,552 55,885 164,864 69,288 88,917
Fisheries 446,265 346,313 459,321 299,453 593,250 446,229 680,079 572,621 607,026 513,350 646,547 500,026 642,314 395,872 446,332
Forestry 1,705,530 1,487,050 1,750,553 1,578,803 1,649,724 1,540,221 1,757,735 1,459,114 1,763,380 1,488,338 1,753,634 1,461,176 1,864,150 1,265,458 1,502,450
Botanical Gardens 339,160 243,677 470,416 308,862 440,532 386,875 455,560 416,202 470,586 592,092 514,120 475,405 472,138 336,354 403,852
National Parks Authority 372,772 282,728 406,802 370,728 461,811 447,321 501,736 480,555 509,300 398,406 395,333
TOTAL 2,606,253 2,161,717 2,799,503 2,279,806 3,174,451 2,751,330 3,421,877 2,927,526 3,436,143 3,137,214 3,577,589 2,973,047 3,652,766 2,465,378 2,836,884

Capital Expenditure 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006* avg 2000-05
Department estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual estimate actual
Fisheries 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 220,000 179,274 54,500 13,526 90,000 1,398 32,133
Marine 250,010 0 420,000 150,000 200,000 100,000 200,000 100,000 143,625 143,625 350,000 250,000 350,000 250,000 123,938
Forestry 293,000 91,568 535,000 320,044 470,000 302,872 300,010 256,104 450,010 238,774 630,010 334,675 330,020 36,358 257,339
Botanical Gardens 0 0 0 0 100,000 96,986 200,000 184,365 250,000 65,077 0 0 0 0 57,738
National Parks 0 0 0 0 1,414,000 970,008 1,030,000 948,328 1,109,000 814,518 1,984,010 306,625 1,538,000 169,134 759,870
TOTAL 543,010 91,568 955,000 470,044 2,184,000 1,469,865 1,730,010 1,488,798 2,172,635 1,441,268 3,018,520 904,826 2,308,020 456,889 1,231,018

TOTAL 3,149,263 2,253,284 3,754,503 2,749,850 5,358,451 4,221,195 5,151,887 4,416,324 5,608,778 4,578,483 6,596,109 3,877,873 5,960,786 2,922,267 4,067,902
* Jan-Oct 2006

 
Fisheries recurrent expenditure includes 47% of total staff which was determined to be the percentage of fisheries employees working 
on conservation and PA related issues. 
Fisheries recurrent expenditure does not include the TCMP expenditure which was included in the Marine capital expenditure. 
 
National Parks capital expenditure includes some tourism projects that were directly related to park sites.  
 
The Environmental Services Unit does not have any historical capital expenditure related to protected areas 
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Annex II, Table II 
 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
 
Recurrent Expenditure 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Env Services Unit 88,917 91,584 94,332 97,162 100,077 103,079 106,171 109,357 112,637 116,016 119,497 123,082 126,774 130,577
Fisheries 446,332 459,722 473,514 487,719 502,351 517,421 532,944 548,932 565,400 582,362 599,833 617,828 636,363 655,454
Marine Parks 466,628 480,627 801,495 825,539 850,306 1,570,157 1,617,262 1,665,780 1,715,753 1,767,226 1,820,242 1,874,850 1,931,095 1,989,028
Forestry 2,003,855 2,028,730 2,040,578 2,101,795 2,164,849 2,229,795 2,296,689 2,365,589 2,436,557 2,509,654 2,584,943 2,662,492 2,742,366 2,824,637
Botanical Gardens 488250 502,898 517,984 533,524 549,530 566,016 582,996 600,486 618,500 637,056 656,167 675,852 696,128 717,012
National Parks Authority 584,297 601,826 619,881 4,028,335 3,585,070 4,273,661 4,401,871 4,533,927 4,669,945 4,810,043 4,954,344 5,102,974 5,256,064 5,413,746
TOTAL 4,078,279 4,165,387 4,547,784 8,074,075 7,752,182 9,260,129 9,537,932 9,824,070 10,118,793 10,422,356 10,735,027 11,057,078 11,388,790 11,730,454

Capital Expenditure 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2,080
Fisheries 32,133 33,097 34,090 35,113 36,166 37,251 38,369 39,520 40,706 41,927 43,185 44,480 45,815 47,189
Marine Parks 146,205 150,591 297,055 305,967 315,146 729,371 751,252 773,789 797,003 820,913 845,541 870,907 897,034 923,945
Forestry 257,339 265,060 273,011 281,202 289,638 298,327 307,277 316,495 325,990 335,770 345,843 356,218 366,905 377,912
Botanical Gardens 352,738 59,470 61,254 63,092 64,984 66,934 68,942 71,010 73,141 75,335 77,595 79,923 82,320 84,790
National Parks Authority 1,962,880 1,962,880 1,962,880 1,962,880 1,962,880 782,666 806,146 830,330 855,240 880,897 907,324 934,544 962,580 991,458
TOTAL 2,751,296 2,471,098 2,628,291 2,648,253 2,668,814 1,914,549 1,971,985 2,031,145 2,092,079 2,154,842 2,219,487 2,286,072 2,354,654 2,425,293

TOTAL 6,829,575 6,636,485 7,176,074 10,722,328 10,420,997 11,174,677 11,509,918 11,855,215 12,210,872 12,577,198 12,954,514 13,343,149 13,743,444 14,155,747  
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Annex II, Table II continued 
 
Information on Method for Calculating the Needs Assessment 
 
Calculations for Environmental Services Unit 

• Historical Analysis:  
– Recurrent expenditure for 2000-2005 
– Did not include capital expenditure as most projects were for solid waste 

management 
• Future Needs Assessment: 

– Took average of recurrent expenditure for 2000-2005  
– 2008 and onward use the average but include 3% inflation 

 
Calculations for Fisheries 

• Historical Analysis:  
– Recurrent and capital expenditure for 2000-2005 multiplied by 47% 
– 47% is the current proportion of staff that works on protected areas, 

conservation and education issues. 
• Future Needs Assessment: 

– Took average of recurrent and capital expenditure for 2000-2005 
– Fisheries Division does not see a need for future growth of budget but 

rather a change of status to Department and a reorganization of staff.  
– 2008 and onward use the average but include 3% inflation rate 

 
Calculations for Marine Parks 

• Historical Analysis:  
– Capital expenditure for Tobago Cays Marine Park which came from Prime 

Minister’s Office 
• Future Needs Assessment: 

– Used TCMP 2005 estimated budget (not actual) for recurrent expenditure 
but with full staff needs (12 rangers) as stated by the Park Director.  Took 
average of capital expenditure from PMO from 2000-2005 and used 
TCMP capital expenditure needs as stated by the Park Director starting in 
2012. 

– 2009 is when there would be a Marine Parks Authority and 2012 is when 
there would be 2 additional marine parks.  The two additional marine 
parks use a similar budget to TCMP except that the number of staff is 
reduced to 8.  

 
Calculations for Forestry 

• Historical Analysis:  
– Recurrent and capital expenditure for 2000-2005 

• Future Needs Assessment: 
– Used 2007-2009 Forestry recurrent expenditure estimates, and 3% 

inflation afterwards  
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– Average capital expenditure with 3% inflation included 
 
Calculations for National Parks Authority 

• Historical Analysis:  
– Recurrent and capital expenditure for 2002-2005 

• Future Needs Assessment: 
– Took average of recurrent expenditure for 2002-2005 (except for staff 

salaries) and included 3 % inflation for period 2007-2009 
– Non staff recurrent expenditure doubles in 2010 due to doubling of 

number of parks under management and then has 3% inflation included 
going forward 

– Used Ivor Jacskon report for a centralized permanent staff needs starting 
in 2010 

– Used Ivor Jackson report for recurrent expenditure of park and recreation 
sites starting in 2010 

– Used Ivor Jackson report for capital expenditure needs for period 2007-
2011 

– 2012 onward, used average capital expenditure with 3% inflation rate 
 
Calculations for Botanical Gardens 

• Historical Analysis:  
– Recurrent and capital expenditure for 2000-2005 

• Future Needs Assessment: 
– Used Ivor Jackson estimate for recurrent expenditure needs and then 3% 

inflation was included  
– Used average capital expenditure 2000-2005 plus the Ivor Jackson capital 

expenditure needs for 2007 
– 2008 onward, the capital expenditure is the average capex with 3% 

inflation included  
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Annex II, Table III 
 
 
Revenue Projections ('000) 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
MPA 500 500 500 500 600 1,000 1,100 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200
NPA 0 0 0 826 974 1,113 1,113 1,113 1,113 1,113 1,113 1,113 1,113 1,113
Protected Areas Trust 0 0 0 0 446 466 486 508 531 555 580 606 634 662
Total 945 945 945 1,771 2,019 2,558 2,658 2,758 2,758 2,758 2, 758 2,758 2,758 2,758
EU Funding 5,283 5,283 5,283
 
 
Assumptions were made to calculate projected revenue.  The Marine Protected Areas would start out with just the TCMP generating 
revenue in the amount of EC$500,000.  This projection is the average of estimates made in various reports as well as by government 
and park staff.  As the park management and user fee system matures it was thought reasonable that the revenue could increase to 
$600,000.  Once the two new marine parks are put in place, it was assumed they would open charging user fees but that the two 
combined would only generate EC$400,000.  Without knowing where these two parks might be located it is difficult to estimate 
potential revenue.  Discussions have started within the Fisheries Department to establish a MPA in the Blue Lagoon, Young Island 
area of St. Vincent, where there is already a marine conservation area.  This is close to the marina and there are many hotels situated 
along Indian Bay and Villa Beach.  Therefore the likelihood of generating EC$200,000 in revenue is high.  A similar scenario presents 
itself if a MPA was established in Bequia at the site of the marine conservation area by Devil’s Table, near Port Elizabeth.    
 
The NPA revenue projections were made by collecting the potential revenue data in the twenty management plans developed by Ivor 
Jackson and Associates.  It was estimated that not all parks could charge entrance fees.   
 
The Protected Areas Trust projections assume that the endowment would be capitalized with US$ 3 million by 2011.  It is also 
assumed that the PA Trust will return 10% annually and 5% of the three year average total value of the PA trust will be available for 
disbursement.  This ensures a smoothing effect on the disbursements, regardless of large swings in annual returns. 
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