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ABSTRACT

The fisheries industry in Sri Lanka plays a vital role in nutritional and food security, job creation, and foreign
revenue earnings. Co-management is an important strategy for sustainable fisheries management, where fishers,
government bodies, and other stakeholders work together. This study aimed to identify gaps affecting the
achievement of 17 FAO good practice indicators related to social and economic goals and objectives of co-
management in Sri Lanka's coastal fisheries sector. A two-stage cluster sampling method was used to select
participants: two Fisheries Management Areas were randomly selected from 18 existing areas, followed by three
Fisheries Management Committees from each of the chosen Fisheries Management Areas. Data collection
involved a structured questionnaire administered to 115 fishers, representing a 40 percent sample of the total
membership across six selected Fisheries Management Committees. A desk study of existing laws and regulations,
two focus group discussions, and 30 key-informant interviews with officers from the Department of Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources, scientists, leading fishermen, and academics were conducted. The study revealed significant
gaps affecting the successful implementation of co-management. Key findings include the absence of
comprehensive fisheries management and development plans, low participation of women, youth, and other
marginalized groups, limited involvement of state and non-state agencies beyond the Department of Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources, and weak linkages between co-management programs and economic benefits for fishers. To
address these issues, the study recommends prioritizing the development of comprehensive co-management plans,
actively involving all stakeholders, including women, youth, and marginalized groups, and creating co-
management platforms that accommodate the diverse interests of all stakeholders.
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INTRODUCTION Koralagamage, 2020), this sector employs

The coastal fisheries sector, often classified
under the Small-scale Fisheries (SSF), is
particularly significant for Sri Lanka. It makes
a substantial contribution to nutritional and
food security, job creation, and foreign revenue
earnings (Ministry of Fisheries, 2024).
Characterized by small-scale operations,
limited capital investment, shallow-water
fishing, and more focus on local markets and
domestic consumption (Amarasinghe and
Bavinck, 2017; Pathmanandakumar, 2017,
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approximately 85% of Sri Lanka's 59,000-
strong fishing fleet. These small-scale fishers
are responsible for 56% of the national fish
production (Ministry of Fisheries, 2024).

However, achieving sustainable development
within the SSF sector remains a considerable
challenge and an emerging global
development agenda, especially due to issues
like poverty, growing population reliance on
ecosystem resources, economic globalization,
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and climate change (Evans et al., 2011;
Kosamu, 2015; Courtney et al., 2019).
Consequently, sustainable resource use has
become a critical concern within the SSF
sector. The significant decline in Sri Lanka's
resource availability, as evidenced by annual
data, has necessitated focused attention on the
sustainable use of resources. Specifically, the
annual fish catch in the coastal fisheries sector
decreased from 269,000 metric tons in 2015 to
164,995 metric tons in 2023 (Ministry of
Fisheries, 2024).

Co-management has been increasingly
discussed in the literature, and it has gained
recognition as a fisheries management strategy
that shows promise for improving governance
towards greater sustainability, efficiency, and
fairness (Cavelle et al., 2020). Fisheries co-
management is now a commonly accepted
approach to fisheries governance. It is
commonly defined as a  partnership
arrangement in which the community of local
resource users (fishers) and government, with
support and assistance as needed from other
stakeholders (boat owners, fish traders, fish
processors, boat builders, business people,
etc.), and external agents (nongovernmental
organizations, academic  and  research
institutions), share the responsibility and
authority for the management of the fishery
(Pomeroy et al., 2022). Pioneering studies on
co-management in fisheries in Sri Lanka are
limited to inland fisheries (Amarasinghe, 1988;
Amarasinghe and De Silva, 1999; Nathanael
and Edirisinghe, 2002; Murray, 2007).
Nevertheless, there are several recent studies
underpinning the significance of co-
management in the coastal fisheries sector in
Sri Lanka (Pathmanandakumar, 2017; Cohen et
al.,2021; Ranatunga et al., 2024).

Although various co-management platforms
have been initiated among coastal communities
in Sri Lanka and a supportive legal framework
is in place (Ranatunga et al., 2024), their
effectiveness is not very satisfactory due to
reasons such as general distrust for government
-imposed regulations, non-acceptance of the
definition of artificial co-management units,
and the existence of other strong community

groups (Cohen et al., 2021). Understanding
the obstacles that prevent collaborative
management efforts from succeeding is
crucial. In this context, it is extremely
important to identify the factors negatively
affecting the success of co-management
initiatives. This research attempts to explore
the gaps hindering the goals and objectives of
co-management in the coastal fisheries sector
in Sri Lanka. A framework developed by the
FAO for evaluating the success of fisheries co
-management initiatives uses 34 indicators of
best practice, categorized into four key areas:
social, economic, ecological, and governance
(Pomeroy et al., 2022). This study attempts to
recognize the gaps hindering the achievement
of social and economic goals and objectives
of co-management platforms in the coastal
fisheries sector and suggests solutions to
bridge these gaps.

In Sri Lanka, the number of communities
actively  involved in  co-management
platforms for fisheries is relatively small.
Consequently, this study focused exclusively
on those communities participating in co-
management initiatives of the Department of
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (DFAR).
The Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Act (No.
2) of 1996, specifically Sections 31 and 32,
empowers the Minister of Fisheries, upon the
recommendation of the Director-General of
DFAR, to designate Fisheries Management
Areas (FMAs). These FMAs encompass both
water bodies and adjacent land areas,
facilitating the sustainable management of
fisheries within those specific zones. The Act
stipulates that one or multiple Fisheries
Management Committees (FMCs) can be
formed within each FMA, with active
community participation. Furthermore, a
Fisheries Coordinating Committee (FCC),
composed of pertinent government officials
and representatives from the community-
based FMCs, is mandated for each FMA
(Department of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources, 2016).

Each FCC generally comprises four elected
representatives from each of its constituent
FMCs. In cases where two or more FMCs
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operate within the same FMA, the FCC
membership can be expanded to include up to
twelve elected representatives from all the
FMCs in that area (Department of Fisheries
and Aquatic Resources, 2016). For the
purposes of this study, the established FCC
within each FMA was considered the primary
co-management platform.

It is widely accepted that co-management
initiatives in all parts of the world have
yielded varied outcomes, including both
successes and failures (Pomeroy, 2003;
Pomeroy and Rivera-Guieb, 2005; Chabwela
and Haller, 2010; Gutierrez et al., 2011;
Kaluma and Umar, 2011; Haambia et al.,
2015; Trimble and Berkes, 2015; Tilley et al.,
2019; Cohen et al., 2021). Lack of
appropriate policies and legal frameworks to
support communities (Chabwela and Haller,
2010), corruption in local organizations,
which dilutes the efforts of imposing
sanctions and subsequent continuation of
illegal and destructive fishing activities
(Kaluma and Umar, 2011) are salient
challenges to co-management. There are other
issues including non-participation of resource
users in management activities such as
preparation of regulations, monitoring,
environmental management, etc. (Chabwela
and Haller, 2010), the inability of weakly
supported community organizations to
adequately represent the interests of
communities (Haambiya, et al., 2015), non-
recognition  of  customary laws  of
communities by the state (Amarasinghe and
Bavinck, 2017), and long-standing conflicts
between small-scale fishers and government
agencies, and between small and large-scale
fisheries sectors (Trimble and Berkes, 2015).
Lack of adaptation to changing circumstances
(Sandstrom and Rova, 2010) also hinders co-
management. These challenges generate gaps
for implementing co-management platforms.
Amarasinghe and Bavinck (2017) and Cohen
et al. (2021) have identified similar
challenges in the Sri Lankan context. This
study examined the FMC members’
satisfaction with the contribution of FMCs in
implementing the good practice indicators
identified in the assessment sheet for the

evaluation of the achievement of goals and
objectives of the fisheries co-management
introduced by the FAO (Pomeroy et al., 2022)

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Selection of the Study Area

To date, the Minister in charge of Fisheries
has established 18 FMAs across Sri Lanka's
fishing regions, 13 of which are situated
within lagoon ecosystems. At the time of this
study, the remaining 5 FMAs lacked both
FCCs and FMCs or their involvement was
limited to specific target fisheries such as
catching lobsters and chank. Therefore, only
lagoon-based FMAs indicated in Figure 1 and
Table 1 were used in the study.

Deddrea
xxxxxx

Figure 1: Map of the Lagoon-based Fisher-
ies Management Areas in Sri Lanka
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Table 1: Lagoon-based fisheries management areas recognized by the Department of Fisher-

ies and Aquatic Resources

Fisheries Management Area (FMA)

No. of Gazette notifications

Date of Gazette notifications

Negombo lagoon FMA

Rakawa lagoon FMA

Batticaloa lagoon FMA

Periya lagoon FMA

Puttalam lagoon FMA

Komari, Murukkandan and Thimitta lagoon FMA
Chilaw lagoon FMA

Kokilai lagoon FMA

Urani and Kottal lagoon FMC lagoon FMA
Madampa lagoon FMA

Koggala lagoon FMA

Garanduwa lagoon FMA

Dedduwa lagoon FMA

1415/12
1045/01
1254/16
1614/19
1665/17
1665/18
1744/4

1964/3

1964/2

1997/17
1997/18
1997/19
1997/20

18-10-2005
16-02-1999
19-09-2002
13-08-2009
04-08-2010
04-08-2010
08-02-2012
25-04-2016
25-04-2016
15-12-2016
15-12-2016
15-12-2016
15-12-2016

Source: Department of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, 2023

A two-tiered cluster sampling approach was
used to select participants from the 13 lagoon-
based FMAs. In the first stage, FMAs served
as the primary clusters, with Chilaw and
Puttalam FMAs being randomly chosen from
the 13 FMAs.

Situated on the northwestern coast of Sri
Lanka, Puttalam Lagoon has a substantial
surface area of 32,700 hectares (Pathirana et
al., 2007). This ecologically rich lagoon
supports a diverse array of natural resources,
including fish, shellfish, coral reefs, sand
dunes, mangroves, salt marshes, and sand
beaches (Pathirana et al., 2007). Fishing and
fish trading constitute the primary livelihoods
for the local communities residing in the
vicinity (De Silva and Sandaruwan, 2017).

Chilaw Lagoon, located on the western coast

of Sri Lanka, is a small tidal lagoon
characterized by intermittent closures
(Wijeratne et al, 2004). It extends

approximately 4 kilometers in length and has
an average width of 1.6 kilometers (Wijeratne
et al., 2004). Fishing activities within these
lagoons are conducted using a variety of
fishing gear, employing vessels such as
Outboard Engine Fiber Reinforced Boats
(OFRP), Motorized Traditional Boats
(MTRB), and Non-motorized Traditional
Boats (NTRB) (De Silva and Sandaruwan,
2017). There are 28 FMCs in the two selected
FMAs. All these fishing operations come
within the term of coastal small-scale
fisheries, and therefore, they should be

governed by the FMCs and FCCs.

Subsequently, in the second stage, simple
random sampling was applied within each of
the two selected FMAs to choose three
secondary clusters (FMCs) each for both
clusters, resulting in a total of six FMCs.
Accordingly, the following FMCs were
randomly selected from two identified FMAs
in the second stage as the secondary clusters.

Chilaw

1.Iranawila Fisheries Management Committee
2.Pambala St. Sebestian Fisheries
Management Committee

3.Welihena Fisheries Management Committee

Puttalam

l.Anawasala Lagoon Fisheries Management
Committee

2.Wanathavilluwa Lagoon
Management Committee 0
3.Puttalam Lagoon Fisheries Management
Committee 01

Fisheries

Data Collection

A pre-tested questionnaire using closed-ended
questions was employed for the field study.
About 115 coastal fishermen randomly
selected from 06 FMCs, to represent 40
percent of the membership of selected FMCs,
were interviewed to obtain data on the
contribution of FMCs to fulfill 17 good
practice indicators related to social and
economic goals and objectives of co-
management. The sample size of 115 was
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determined to represent 40 percent of
members from each selected FMC. Two focus
group discussions were conducted with the
members of two selected FMAs, i.e., Chilaw
and Puttalam, to obtain their general views on
the present status of co-management. In
addition to that, key informant interviews
were held—with about 30 persons, including
state officers, academics, scientists, and
leading fishermen, who have experience in co
-management to obtain their views on the
nature of existing co-management initiatives,
particularly about 17 good practice indicators.
Additional information on the establishment
and functioning of FMCs and FCCs was
obtained from the relevant officers of the
Department of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources through direct interviews and
analysis of official documents.

Data Analysis

This study attempted to identify the gaps in
achieving the 17 good practice indicators
related to social and economic goals and

objectives of co-management. Fisheries
Management Committees' contribution to
fulfilling 17 good practice indicators related to
social and economic goals and objectives of
co-management was measured using a Likert
scale ranging from 1-5, where 1 indicates
strongly disagree and 5 indicates strongly
agree. Descriptive statistics were used to
measure the perceived contribution of FMCs
to fulfil the goals and objectives of co-
management.  Existing literature, legal
documents, and verbal information collected
from the participants of focus group
discussions were also used to explore the gaps
hindering the achievement of good practice
indicators. These information were considered
under each good practice indicator, critically
analysing the content of all qualitative data.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The satisfaction of fishers with the role of the
fisheries committees in fulfilling social goals
and objectives of co-management is clearly
described by the studied indicators (Table 2).

Table 2: Satisfaction of the participants of the survey on the role of the fisheries committees in
fulfilling social goals and objectives of co-management

Frequency of responses

Indicator Strongly  Disagree No Somewhat Strongly Total

disagree opinion Agree Agree Mean
€3] 2) 3 “@ 6))

The co-management approach and 10 22 5 51 27 115 3.54

measures represent the range of in-

terests of different stakeholders and

accommodate the full diversity of

those interests.

Equitable management that repre- 10 20 7 48 30 115 3.59

sents the range of interests of stake-

holders and accommodates the full

diversity of those interests.

Indigenous and local knowledge is 21 35 4 33 22 115 3

explicitly reflected.

There is support for co-management 25 20 11 52 7 115 2.96

among different stakeholder groups.

Diversity of gender, youth, and eth- 34 47 5 18 11 115 2.35

nicity aspects have been integrated

into the co-management committee.

Tenure and access rights are fairly 4 10 7 54 40 115 4.00

allocated.

Social learning (collective 7 12 6 37 53 115 4.01

knowledge, shared values) is en-

hanced.

Local values and beliefs about ma- 1 1 6 25 82 115 4.61

rine resources are enhanced.

The co-management provides social 3 16 5 47 44 115 3.98

benefits to stakeholders.
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According to the findings, only three
indicators have reached the mean level of four
(4) out of five (5), i.e., tenure and access
rights are fairly allocated, social learning
(collective knowledge, shared values) is
enhanced, and local values and beliefs about
marine resources are enhanced. All other
indicators have a mean score below four (4).
This score level below 4 indicates that the
contribution of FMCs to achieving social
goals and objectives is medium to low. The
lowest mean score (2.35) was recorded for
integrating the diversity of gender, youth, and
ethnicity aspects into co-management. The
participants accept that there is less focus on
integrating women and youth into co-
management platforms (Figure 2).

The study also examined the FMC members’
satisfaction with the contribution of FMCs to
achieving economic goals and objectives
(Table 3).

Figure 2: Satisfaction of the participants of
the survey on the role of the fisheries com-
mittees in fulfilling social goals and objec-

tives of co-management
I1: The co-management approach and measures represent the range of

interests of different stakeholders and accommodate the full diversity
of those interests

[12: Equitable management that represents the range of interests of
stakeholders and accommodates the full diversity of those interests

I3: Indigenous and local knowledge is explicitly reflected

I14: There is support for co-management among different stakeholder
groups

15: Diversity of gender, youth, and ethnicity aspects have been integrat-
ed into the co-management committee

16: Tenure and access rights are fairly allocated

17: Social learning (collective knowledge, shared values) is enhanced
18: Local values and beliefs about marine resources are enhanced

19: The co-management provides social benefits to stakeholders

Table 3: Satisfaction of the participants of the survey on the role of the fisheries committees in
fulfilling economic goals and objectives of co-management

Frequency of responses

Indicator Strongly No Somewhat  Strongly Total

disagree opinion Agree Agree Mean
4] (€)] (G)) 6]

Seafood availability and access have in- 24 12 14 14 115 2.50

creased at household/ community/market

levels

The benefits of operating and maintaining 12 11 4 46 42 115 3.82

co-management arrangements exceed the

costs

There are incentives for stakeholders to 5 2 3 47 58 115 431

support co-management

Co-management has benefited stakehold- 12 4 2 43 54 115 4.06

ers economically

Fish catches have improved overall in the 11 59 24 16 5 115 2.52

co-managed fishery or area

Co-management participants have a higher 24 34 11 27 19 115 2.85

level of material lifestyle (housing, house-

hold goods, etc.)

The number of sick days among co- 27 44 7 23 14 115 2.59

management participants has gone down

Incomes/benefits are fairly distributed be- 40 36 6 18 15 115 2.40

tween men and women
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According to the findings, only three
indicators related to achieving economic
goals and objectives have reached the mean
level of over four (4) out of five (5), i.e. there
are incentives for stakeholders to support co-
management, co-management has benefited
stakeholders economically, and fish catches
have improved overall in the co-managed
fishery or area. About three other indicators
have shown a score below three (3), which
indicates that the contribution of FMCs is not
satisfactory (Figure 3).

Figure 3: Satisfaction of the survey partici-
pants on the role of the fisheries commit-
tees in fulfilling economic goals and objec-
tives of co-management

I1: Seafood availability and access have increased at household/ com-
munity/market levels

12: The benefits of operating and maintaining co-management arrange-
ments exceed the costs

I13: There are incentives for stakeholders to support co-management

I14: Co-management has benefited stakeholders economically

I5: Fish catches have improved overall in the co-managed fishery or
area

16: Co-management participants have a higher level of material life-
style (housing, household goods, etc.)

17: The number of sick days among co-management participants has
gone down

18: Incomes/benefits are fairly distributed between men and women

Identification and Explanation of Existing
Gaps

Further challenges to co-management in the
local context can be identified through the
analysis of reasons  affecting  the
implementation of good practices. In addition
to survey data, insights from focus group
discussions and key informant interviews

were also helpful in identifying and
explaining these gaps. This analysis aims to
identify and explain these gaps affecting the
good practice indicators of achieving social
and economic goals and objectives of co-
management.

Gaps to implement good practice indicators
related to social goals and objectives
Indicator 1: The co-management approach
and measures represent the range of
interests of different stakeholders and
accommodate the full diversity of those
interests

For this indicator, the mean score of the
survey is 3.54 out of 5, which displays a
medium-level success in achieving the good
practice indicator. According to De Silva and
Sandaruwan (2017), fishing activities in two
lagoons are conducted using a variety of
fishing gear, employing vessels such as
Outboard Engine Fiber Reinforced Boats
(OFRP), Motorized Traditional Boats
(MTRB), and Non-motorized Traditional
Boats (NTRB). Their interests are also diverse
with different fishing gears and different boat
types. However, all these diverse groups
cannot represent FCCs, as there is a legal
ceiling of a maximum of 12 persons in an
FCC. On most occasions, there are more than
06 FMC in one FMA. Therefore, only 01 or
02 members from an FMC represent the FCC.
This representation may not be sufficient to
represent the interests of diverse groups
within the FMC. There are no specific
provisions to ensure the representation of
women, youth, or special minority groups.

Indicator 2: Equitable management
represents the range of interests of
stakeholders and accommodates the full
diversity of those interests

The mean score of the survey is 3.59 out of 5,
which indicates a medium-level success in
achieving this indicator. According to Evans
et al (2011), one of the major objectives of co-
management is to ensure inclusion of diverse
stakeholders to integrate diverse knowledge
and value systems on which to base decisions.
Hence, it is not just the representation or
taking diverse views into account but using
their knowledge and values for improving the
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decisions. The insufficiency of the
representation of diverse interest groups is a
major gap in co-management.

Indicator 3: Indigenous and local
knowledge is explicitly reflected in the
fisheries co-management plan

The mean score of the survey is 3 out of 5,
which indicates a lower-level success in
achieving this indicator. Integration of
different knowledge systems is a key
objective of co-management (Trimble and
Berkes, 2015). In Sri Lanka, there are
examples among some coastal fishers such as
beach seine operators, brush park fishers, and
stilt fishers of having a wealth of indigenous
knowledge that has been accumulated through
their experience and using locally crafted
rules and evolved norms for sustainably
managing fisheries (Deepananda ef al., 2016a;
Deepananda et al., 2016b; Gammanpila et al.,
2019). However, those local knowledge
systems have not been formally transferred
into co-management plans. Section 31 B of
the Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Act No.
35 of 2013 makes provisions for FCCs to
prepare a Fisheries Development and
Management plan. However, the FCCs in the
study area are yet to prepare such plans.
Therefore, the reflection of indigenous and
local knowledge in the co-management plan
has not yet been fulfilled. However, focus
group discussions with the community found
that people value the significance of local
knowledge.

Indicator 4: There is support for co-
management among different stakeholder
groups in co-management activities

The mean score of the survey is 2.96 out of 5,
which indicates a lower-level success in
achieving this indicator. The results show that
the involvement of some stakeholder
organizations is not sufficient. Public distrust
for some state-oriented regulations has also
been identified as a reason for limited support
(Cohen et al, 2021). According to the
participants of the survey, the Department of
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (DFAR) is
the primary co-management partner for
community organizations, with 95.7% of
respondents identifying its active

involvement.  Following DFAR, other
institutions were mentioned with varying
degrees of  involvement: Divisional
Secretariat  (59.1%), National Aquatic
Resources Agency (NARA) (51.3 %), Coastal
Conservation Department (CCD) (43.5 %),
and Department of Wild Life (39.1 %). These
institutions appear to play a leading role in co
-management activities.

However, the results indicate that the
contribution of agencies such as NGOs,
Political authorities, Universities, and Sri
Lanka Tourism is insufficient.

Indicator 5: Diversity of gender, youth, and
ethnicity aspects have been integrated into
the co-management committee

The mean score of the survey is 2.35 out of 5,
which indicates an unsatisfactory integration
of gender, youth, and ethnicity aspects into co
-management. It is widely accepted that
women play a crucial role in fisheries
management though their roles often go
unrecognized (Koralegama et al., 2017;
Freitas et al., 2020). However, Freitas et al.,
(2020) find that co-management in Brazil has
made a significant impact for women by
providing opportunities for financial rewards
for their participation, giving more autonomy,
and providing support services such as child
care. Zurba and Trimble (2014) indicate that
youth have higher expectations of
collaboration with resource users and they are
more likely to engage in co-management.
However, co-management initiatives in Sri
Lanka have not yet made any significant
impact on these aspects. According to the
findings of the focus group discussions, the
FMCs are male-dominated. There is no
sufficient representation of youth, females,
etc., though there is no legal barrier to the
representation of females and youths.

Indicator 6: Tenure and access rights are
fairly allocated

The mean score of the survey is 4 out of 5,
which indicates a satisfactory contribution of
co-management in achieving tenure rights.
There are several tenure-related issues in the
coastal fisheries sector of Sri Lanka such as
the acquisition of anchorages and beach seine
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sites by other commercial industries like
tourism, non-availability of space for craft
and gear repairs and fish processing, and
acquisition of access roads by other parties
(Sri Lanka Forum of Small-Scale Fisheries,
2019). It is evident from the findings that co-
management has positively addressed some of
these issues. Fishers accept that tenure and
access rights are open to all members of the
committee in an equal manner. Restrictions
are in place for outsiders to engage in fishing.
However, some people do not see this as an
achievement of the co-management platform
as it was the traditional practice.

Indicator 7: Social learning (collective
knowledge, shared values) is enhanced

The mean score of the survey is 4.01 out of 5,
which indicates a satisfactory contribution to
enhance  social learning.  Community
members who joined with focus group
discussions accept that co-management
enhances the aspects of collective knowledge
and shared values. However, there is no
formal method within co-management
platforms to enhance social learning. The
FCCs in the study area are yet to prepare co-
management plans. Therefore, collective
knowledge and shared values are not reflected
in co-management plans. The process of
FMCs and FCCs to collaboratively solve
issues may have given the impression that
collective knowledge is used and enhanced
through co-management.

Indicator 8: Local values and beliefs about
marine resources are enhanced

The mean score of the survey is 4.61 out of 5,
which indicates a satisfactory contribution to
enhancing local values and beliefs about
marine resources. Community members who
joined with focus group discussions accept
that co-management enhances the local values
and beliefs about marine resources.

Indicator 9: The co-management provides
social benefits to stakeholders

The mean score of the survey is 3.98 out of 5,
which indicates a medium-level success in
achieving this indicator. The participants of
focus group discussions accept that co-
management moderately contributes to

providing social benefits by addressing issues
related to health facilities, children’s
education, occupational safety, etc. However,
according to them, the contribution to
addressing some social issues such as drug
addiction, alcoholism, and social security
aspects 1is not satisfactory. Some social
advancements such as pension schemes,
insurance, and law and order situations are
beyond the full control of the co-management
platform. Therefore, it is natural that co-
management only can play a corresponding
role in achieving such social benefits.

Gaps to implement good practice indicators
related to Economic goals and objectives
Indicator 1: Seafood availability and access
have increased at household/ community/
market levels

The mean score of the survey is 2.50 out of 5,
which indicates a low success in achieving
this good practice indicator. Participants of
focus group discussions or key informants did
not have any evidence to say that seafood
availability and access have increased as a
result of the co-management. The statistics at
the national level and the relevant fisheries
districts show a declining catch from coastal
fisheries (Ministry of Fisheries, 2024). On the
other hand, economic gains cannot be
expected in the short term as it requires
considerable time to improve the resources
and fish catch.

Indicator 2: The benefits of operating and
maintaining co-management arrangements
exceed the costs

The mean score of the survey is 3.82 out of 5,
which indicates a medium-level success in
achieving this indicator. Participants of focus
group discussions did not have any idea about
the cost of operating and maintaining co-
management. The participating government
agencies have to bear the cost of deploying
their representatives. At the moment,
stakeholders have no proper idea about the
cost and benefits of co-management. The
findings suggest that fishers recognize a
favorable return on their effort invested in co-
management though it is not very impressive.
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Indicator 3: There are incentives for
stakeholders to support co-management
The mean score of the survey is 4.31 out of 5,
which indicates a higher level of satisfaction
among the participants regarding the
incentives to  support co-management.
Participants of focus group discussions and
key informants accept that there are social
benefits due to the involvement of co-
management platforms to address social
issues such as lack of health facilities, lack of
access to children’s education, and safety
issues. Further, participants agree that co-
management slightly contributes to enhancing
self-employment opportunities for women.
Given the fact that there are several identified
issues related to social and occupational well-
being of fishers such as limited access to
social protection, lack of access to safety
equipment, and limitations in health care and
educational facilities for children (Sri Lanka
Forum of Small Scale Fisheries, 2019), this
situation seems to be a positive implication of
co-management.

Indicator 4: Co-management has benefited
stakeholders economically

The mean score of the survey is 4.06 out of 5,
which indicates a higher level of success in
achieving this indicator. This is somewhat
contradictory to the findings on indicator 01
of the economic goals; i.e. the availability of
seafood at market and domestic levels.
Irrespective of the fact that there is no
increase in seafood availability, participants
think that co-management brings economic
benefits. According to the focus group
discussions and key informants, co-
management brings other economic benefits
such as the ability to obtain fishing gear at a
lower price, increased bargaining power in
selling their harvest, etc.

Indicator 5: Fish catches have improved
overall in the co-managed fishery or area

The mean score of the survey is 2.52 out of 5,
which indicates a very low level of success in
improving fish catches. Neither focus group
participants nor key informants provided
evidence of increased fish catches attributable
to co-management. However, it's understood
that improving fish catches is a long-term

objective, and immediate increases are
unlikely given Sri Lanka's already heavily
exploited coastal resources.

Indicator 6: Co-management participants
have a higher level of material lifestyle
(housing, household goods, etc.)

The mean score of the survey is 2.85 out of 5,
which indicates a lower-level success in
achieving a higher level of material lifestyle
as a result of co-management. Participants of
focus group discussions or key informants did
not have any evidence of this kind of
difference between co-management
participants and others. The co-management
platforms examined in this study are relatively
recent. Consequently, immediate material
benefits cannot be anticipated. However,
given the fishers' perception that co-
management fosters economic gains, these
outcomes are achievable over the long term.

Indicator 7: Number of sick days among co
-management participants

The mean score of the survey is 2.59 out of 5,
which indicates a medium-level success in
achieving the reduction of sick days.
Participants of focus group discussions or key
persons accept that co-management helps to
address some issues related to the lack of
health facilities. However, they do not have
any evidence about the contribution of co-
management to reducing sick days or major
improvements in health care.

Indicator 8: Incomes/benefits are fairly
distributed between men and women

The mean score of the survey is 2.40 out of 5,
which indicates a lower-level success in
achieving of fair distribution of benefits
among men and women. According to the
focus group discussions, fishers agree that
there is a disparity between the wages of men
and women. The contribution of co-
management to resolve issues related to wage
discrepancies is very low. Wage discrepancy
between men and women is not seen as an
issue by a majority of participants of focus
group discussions. Key informants confirmed
this situation. According to the findings of
other countries, co-management can help to
address issues such as income disparity and
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non-acceptance of the role of women in
fisheries (Freitas, 2020). Therefore, this can
be considered a serious gap in co-
management.

This study identifies several gaps which
impede the successful implementation of co-
management's social and economic goals.
Ideally, co-management frameworks should
reflect the diverse interests of all
stakeholders. However, current platforms
frequently fail to adequately engage women,
youth, and marginalized groups. Specifically,
Fisheries Management Committees (FMCs)
are largely male-dominated, with insufficient
representation of youth, women, and minority
groups, despite the absence of legal barriers.
Efforts to enhance the participation of these
underrepresented  groups are  lacking.
Furthermore, the Department of Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources is the primary active state
sector participant, while support from other
government  agencies is  inadequate.
Additional significant gaps include the non-
implementation of essential co-management
components, such as the development of co-
management plans, and the absence of formal
mechanisms  for social learning and
knowledge sharing.

The study also reveals a lack of official
recognition of local knowledge. Moreover, co
-management does not ensure equitable
benefit distribution between men and women,
a critical deficiency given its stated
objectives. Although legal provisions exist to
support co-management, FCCs, and FMCs do
not hold regular meetings. The lack of
consistent engagement hinders the realization
of co-management's full potential. Finally,
insufficient attention to social issues, such as
alcoholism, poverty, inadequate healthcare,
and children's education, further obstructs the
achievement of co-management goals and
objectives.

CONCLUSION

The study demonstrates that there are several
gaps, which affect the co-management efforts
of coastal fisheries. The absence of
comprehensive fisheries management and
development plans in co-management

platforms has led to many information and
knowledge gaps as it creates a situation where
existing information and knowledge on some
essential components of co-management are
insufficient. As a top priority, it is advised to
create co-management plans for every FMA,
guarantee active participation from all
stakeholders, and take the necessary steps to
accommodate the various interest groups in co
-management platforms.
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