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Executive Summary

Rights-based Management (RBM) Approaches

An RBM approach provides an entitled entity (e.g., a community or 
cooperative) with the right to manage its fisheries and coastal marine 
resources. There are numerous forms of rights-based approaches to fisheries 
management, but essentially these approaches confer privileges and 
responsibilities that define the appropriate use of a fisheries resource. RBM 
approaches effectively replace the system dynamics of open access fisheries 
with a fundamentally different model. 

Several features characterize a rights-based approach: 

	 Exclusive rights, or access privileges, are assigned to a particular entity  
or group. 

	 The term of the access privilege is sufficiently long and secure for the 
holder to realize long-term benefits.

	 The defined privileged access area is sufficiently large such that 
management actions by the users are not undermined by activities 
outside the area.

	 Management systems control mortality and fishing effort. 

Use rights can generally be classified into three different categories:

	 Access rights, which authorize access to a fishery (e.g., licenses)

	 Effort rights, which authorize the right to a specific amount of fishing 
effort (e.g., days at sea)

	 Output rights, which authorize the right to a specific amount of harvest 
(e.g., catch share)

Once access privileges are granted, a range of management options may 
be implemented, including spatial access limitations such as no-take zones, 
effort restrictions such as a reduction to the overall fishing effort allowed, 
or output controls such as catch limits. These management tools may be 
implemented by a range of management bodies—from local communities 
to government entities to “co-management” bodies.

The Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) is an independent sovereign nation 
consisting of four semi-autonomous states: Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei, and Kosrae (in 
geographic sequence from west to east). The states stretch across approximately 

607 islands with vast ocean resources—
representing one of the largest declared 
exclusive economic zones in the Western 
and Central Pacific Ocean—that provide the 
country with a steady source of revenue from 
fishing access fees. In addition to providing 
revenue to the government, these resources 
are of vital importance for food, livelihoods, 
and traditional cultures.

Pohnpei State has a long-standing 
conservation and management commitment 
as evidenced by the presence of marine 
protected areas (MPAs) and some 
fisheries management interventions, such 
as size restrictions and seasonal closures. 
Looking forward, there is a need to secure 
the longevity, sovereign management, 
and effectiveness of relevant fisheries 
management and protected area efforts. 
There is also a need to consider how rights-
based fisheries and coastal marine resource 
management approaches may or may not be 
relevant and scalable in Pohnpei State. 

We reviewed the status of four key 
“top-down” enabling conditions that 
would support the use of fisheries and 
coastal marine RBM approaches to 
safeguard coastal and marine resources in 
Pohnpei State. 

Legal Conditions: The Constitution and 
FSM National Codes grant state authority 
over the 12 nautical mile zone, and existing 
conservation and fisheries laws support 
the creation of MPAs, seasonal closures, 
and size limit requirements. In addition, 
Pohnpei State fishing law prohibits large-
scale commercial fishing, drift net fishing, 
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and foreign fishing. However, the overall benefit of these measures is offset by minimal gear 
restrictions, an absence of catch volume restrictions, and the general treatment of marine 
resources as open access resources. 

Institutional and Implementation Conditions: Several vertical and horizontal 
government layers result in administrative complexity and overlapping or ineffective 
jurisdictional control, and this leads to minimal coordination among entities. Enforcement 
efforts are further constrained by limited institutional capacity and financial resources, 
although prosecutorial intent does exist. Recent passage of the size limit regulations 
represents a new avenue for enforcement (i.e., at the market level), although the outlook for 
the law is questionable and although subsistence (non-market sale and consumption) threats 
remain. The underlying traditional system remains strong in most communities as a cultural 
mechanism, but its usage for natural resource management, and for dealing with infractions, 
is limited. The Pohnpei State government’s ability to manage fisheries and coastal marine 
resources is weak, given the high levels of emigration and of skilled workers being drawn 
to positions in the national government and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). 
There seems to be increasing recognition that at least partially shifting management to 
the municipal level would be beneficial. Other positive signs for the outlook of nearshore 
fisheries and coastal marine resource management in Pohnpei include fisher support for a 
range of management interventions and FSM’s involvement in the Micronesia Challenge.

Budgetary Conditions: The need to actively manage coastal fishery resources is not 
adequately reflected in the government budget allocation to relevant entities, and the 
bulk of funds go to the Environmental Protection Agency and to livelihood development 
(e.g., aquaculture). Financial mechanisms (e.g., ring-fenced or earmarked accounts) that 
previously provided incentives for and enabled enforcement efforts are no longer in use. 
Funding for fisheries and coastal marine resource management comes primarily from 
external donors. There is hope that the FSM’s Micronesia Challenge Endowment housed 
in the Micronesia Conservation Trust will eventually serve as a source of financing, but 
it is unlikely that this funding will sufficiently cover all MPA and fisheries management 
financing needs.

Political and Economic Decision Making: The national Long-term Strategic 
Development Plan 2004–2023 highlights fisheries, agriculture, tourism, and energy as 
the four top priority economic development sectors. Most of the fisheries economic 
development efforts focus on developing domestic extraction and processing of offshore 
resources (e.g., tuna). Nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resources are viewed as small-
scale community livelihood opportunities rather than as areas that require management 
interventions. Pohnpei State gives priority to education and health services; there is only a 
minimal link currently being made between health and education priorities and the issues of 
food security and the importance of sustainably managing fisheries.

As with all the countries assessed as part of this effort, resolving and responding to these 
key findings will require a paradigm shift. But strengthening these enabling conditions is 
essential to ensure that the conservation community’s investment to date is self-sustaining 
and that the stage is set for broader adoption of RBM systems for nearshore fisheries and 
coastal marine resources.



1. Introduction       
 

The Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) is an independent sovereign nation 
consisting of four semi-autonomous states: Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei, and Kosrae 
(in geographic sequence from west to east). (See Figure 1.) The states stretch 

across approximately 607 islands with a total land area of 702 square kilometers and an 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ) that covers 2.98 million square kilometers.1 The vast ocean 
resources—representing one of the largest declared EEZ jurisdictions in the Western 
and Central Pacific Ocean—provide the country with a steady source of revenue from 
fishing access fees. In 2007, FSM secured $14.8 million in fishing access fees, accounting 
for 10.2% of the total of FSM’s revenue and grants.2 In more recent years it has secured 
upwards of $20 million in fishing access fees.3 In addition to providing revenue to the 
government, marine and terrestrial resources are of vital importance for food, livelihoods, 
and traditional cultures. 

Figure 1. Map of the Federated States of Micronesia4

While certain marine health findings can be aggregated and generalized across all four 
states, not much else can be. As one interviewee put it: “This is the Federated States of 
Micronesia, not the United States of Micronesia.” Each state has its own language, cultures, 
traditions, and even Constitution. In addition, ownership of land and marine areas varies 
between states. This assessment focuses on Pohnpei State within FSM.

1.  Moore et al. 2012.

2.  Project GloBAL, undated. 

3.  Communication with National Oceanic Resource Management Authority; National Oceanic Resource Management 
Authority 2011.

4. Australian Department of Foreign Affairs 2013 (www.smartraveller.gov.au. Accessed March 2013).
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Table 1. Pohnpei Resource Health Status and Outlook

R E S O U R CE CU R R E N T S TAT US AN D T R A j E C TO Ry

FISH AND 
INvERTEBRATE 
POPULATIONS

Resources could still recover with the correct management, but there are strong indicators of 
overfishing (e.g., disappearance of high-value / more-vulnerable species, smaller size, decreasing 
spawning aggregation abundance, etc.). If current trends continue, high-value species will continue 
to disappear, fish size will get smaller, and local extinctions will likely begin. Meanwhile, fisheries will 
become less and less profitable, impelling fishers to increase their fishing effort—thereby driving up 
costs and creating a negative feedback loop that will lead to a cycle of continued overfishing.

CORALS Pohnpei is surrounded by a mix of barrier reefs, lagoons, and patch reefs. The Pohnpei reef system 
consist of reefs, mangrove forests, and sea grass beds. A fringing reef, a lagoon, and a barrier reef 
3 kilometers offshore encircle much of the island with occasional passage breaks. From the literature, 
live coral cover ranges from poor to excellent condition, but it is only rated fair overall at 33% live coral 
cover, with conditions poorer closer to human settlements. These conditions mean low-to-moderate 
seafood productivity and point to the need for management. 

MANGROvES There are still rich and intact old mangrove areas with a large number of species surrounding the 
islands, especially near the south of the main island.

What is driving unsustainable fishing and coral reef health decline in Pohnpei? 
(See Table 1.) A number of factors have made it difficult to sustain ecological integrity across 
Pohnpei, including:

	 The transition from subsistence fisheries to cash, market-based fisheries. Shortly after 
World War II, fishery management began to transition from traditional subsistence 
harvest to commercial cash-driven harvest. For example, during the early part of 
the twentieth century Pohnpei State reportedly traded 500–600 pounds of turtle 
shell annually, a commodity previously reserved for village chiefs.5 Decades later, 
commercialization of the reef fisheries and coastal marine resources continues to drive 
unsustainable fishing practices and catch volumes.6

	 Limited education and employment opportunities. Approximately 54% of the population 
is unemployed, while 11.1% of the total employed workforce (those older than 15) is 
dedicated to agriculture or fishing.7 According to the 2000 Census, for all persons over 
25 years old, 24.4% graduated from elementary school and 12.5% graduated high school.8 
In contrast, roughly 50% of fishers had no or only primary school education.9

	 Treatment of fishery and coastal marine resources as “open access.” There are no limits 
or caps on fishery exploitation and no incentive for fishers or managers to maximize the 
productivity of the biologically renewable resource. Recent surveys showed that 7,227 
fishers participate in subsistence or commercial fishing (about 20% of the population), 

5.  ADB 2005. 

6.  Rhodes et al. 2011. 

7.  Rhodes et al. 2008. 

8.  FSM 2002.

9.  K. L. Rhodes, unpublished data.



Feder ated S tateS oF MicroneSia–PohnPei    3

with commercial fishers representing 41% of the total number and 68% of the volume 
caught. Spearfishing, primarily at night, dominates fishing methods and represents more 
than 50% of the overall effort, with small-mesh net fishing adding another 20% to the 
total. Based on recently reported impacts to key species, overfishing appears evident.10 
Finally, a recent marine ecological footprint analysis measured Pohnpei’s nearshore 
fishery at 400–700% above biocapacity. How long fishing above biocapacity has been 
occurring is unknown, but all indications are that negative fishery-induced impacts to the 
ecosystem are occurring.

	 Poor upland land use. With very high 
levels of rainfall, anything that happens 
in the upland (such as planting of 
sakau, the main cash crop) affects the 
nearshore resources.

	 Access to advanced fishing gear and 
increased harvesting potential. Access 
to state, national, or international 
subsidies and grants coupled with access 
to imported goods have (1) allowed easy 
access and entry to the fishery (and to 
more-distant fisheries); (2) increased 
the depth, species capture potential, and 
range of fish sizes captured; (3) improved 
the opportunity for nighttime fishing; and 
(4) increased overall efficiency.11 

	 Lack of long-term information and data 
to inform management. Although fishing 
is a key driver to the local economy, 
long-term data on fisheries trends 
are unavailable, hindering adaptive 
management potential. 

10.  See, for example, Rhodes et al. 2011. 

11.  Rhodes et al. 2011.

Rights-based Management (RBM) Approaches

An RBM approach provides an entitled entity (e.g., a community or 
cooperative) with the right to manage its fisheries and coastal marine 
resources. There are numerous forms of rights-based approaches to fisheries 
management, but essentially these approaches confer privileges and 
responsibilities that define the appropriate use of a fisheries resource. RBM 
approaches effectively replace the system dynamics of open access fisheries 
with a fundamentally different model. 

Several features characterize a rights-based approach: 

	 Exclusive rights, or access privileges, are assigned to a particular entity  
or group. 

	 The term of the access privilege is sufficiently long and secure for the 
holder to realize long-term benefits.

	 The defined privileged access area is sufficiently large such that 
management actions by the users are not undermined by activities 
outside the area.

	 Management systems control mortality and fishing effort. 

Use rights can generally be classified into three different categories:

	 Access rights, which authorize access to a fishery (e.g., licenses)

	 Effort rights, which authorize the right to a specific amount of fishing 
effort (e.g., days at sea)

	 Output rights, which authorize the right to a specific amount of harvest 
(e.g., catch share)

Once access privileges are granted, a range of management options may 
be implemented, including spatial access limitations such as no-take zones, 
effort restrictions such as a reduction to the overall fishing effort allowed, 
or output controls such as catch limits. These management tools may be 
implemented by a range of management bodies—from local communities 
to government entities to “co-management” bodies.
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In recognition of the internal and external threats placed on coastal marine 
resources, several government and nongovernmental entities in Pohnpei have 
engaged in conservation and management efforts for more than a decade. The 
current management approaches include marine protected areas (MPAs) and some fisheries 
management interventions, such as size restrictions and seasonal closures. Collectively, 
these approaches represent the primary building blocks for the expansion of rights-based 
management (RBM) of fisheries and coastal marine resources in FSM-Pohnpei. 

This paper provides a brief synthesis of the state of four enabling conditions that 
need to be in place for effective RBM to proliferate. There are no doubt many different 
angles from which these factors can be addressed, and the Packard Foundation’s partners 
in the conservation community are best positioned to explore and develop those strategies. 
Thus the authors have intentionally stopped short of program recommendations so that this 
may serve as a platform for candid dialogue.

 



2. Status of Legal Conditions 

The Constitution and 

FSM National Codes 

grant state authority over 

the 12 nautical mile zone, 

and existing conservation 

and fisheries laws support 

the creation of MPAs, 

seasonal closures, and size 

limit requirements. In 

addition, Pohnpei State 

fishing law prohibits large-

scale commercial fishing, 

drift net fishing, and 

foreign fishing. However, 

the overall benefit of 

these measures is offset by 

minimal gear restrictions, 

an absence of catch 

volume restrictions, and 

the general treatment of 

marine resources as open 

access resources. 2

The FSM was part of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands 
until 1979, when it formed its own 

constitutional government. The legislation and 
institutional framework of the FSM include 
both national and individual state constitutions, 
with each of the four states functioning as 
strong, semi-autonomous governments. There 
are therefore two levels of consideration as it 
relates to the Pohnpei legal conditions: national 
and Pohnpei State.

This section is not an in-depth legal analysis 
but rather a high-level discussion of the key 
implications of some of the relevant laws and 
regulations for strengthening and spreading 
RBM, as well as some of the overarching 
themes in Pohnpei’s legal structure.

The Constitution and FSM Codes grant 
state authority over the 12 nautical mile 
(nm) zone, but in reality this area is viewed as open access. The FSM Constitution 
expressly vests in the national Congress control over marine areas beyond the 12 nm zone 
but does not mention the area within the 12 nm zone. This lack of recognition is a strong 
indication that the framers intended for states to control ownership and use of coastal 
marine resources within the 12 nm zone.12 This interpretation was legitimized in Title 
18 of the FSM Code, which explicitly grants state jurisdiction over waters within 12 nm. 
Furthermore, the Pohnpei Constitution says, “The Governor of Pohnpei shall establish and 
faithfully execute comprehensive plans for the conservation of natural resources and the 
protection of the environment.”13 In reality, marine areas within Pohnpei are treated as open 
access for most types of fishing.14 

The existing Pohnpei State fishing law prohibits commercial fishing, drift net 
fishing, and foreign fishing. According to the Pohnpei State Fisheries Protection Act of 
1995, all forms of commercial fishing are banned, including drift net fishing.15 In addition, 

12.  FSM Supreme Court, Trial Division. FSM v. Sylvester Oliver, 3 FSM Intrm. 469 (Pon. 1988). Memorandum 
Decision Before Edward C. King, Chief Justice, November 2, 1998. Accessed 3/3/2013. 

13.  Constitution of the State of Pohnpei. Available at: http://www.fsmlaw.org/pohnpei/constitution/

14.  Rhodes et al. 2008. 

15.  “Commercial fishing” means any fishing undertaken for other than recreational, sport, or subsistence purposes. For 
the purposes of this chapter, fishing by a vessel measuring 27 feet or more in overall length and fishing by more than one 
vessel owned by a single person for the primary purpose of selling the fish in the commercial market shall be presumed to 
be commercial fishing. Pohnpei State Fisheries Protection Act of 1995. S.L. No. 3L-114-95 §2, 12/28/95

Guiding Questions

	 Are fisheries management laws 
in place?

	 Do customary management 
systems exist, and are they 
legally recognized?

	 Do existing laws/systems secure 
exclusive use rights?

	 Are there regulations 
moderating access and effort?

	 Does legislation exist to 
designate protected areas?
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foreign fishing for shellfish, reef fish, billfish, marine mammals, or any other type of 
marine life is prohibited.16 (“Foreign fishing” means any commercial fishing or commercial 
recreational fishing by a foreign fishing vessel.)

	 Fines for noncompliance are set at (potentially) unrealistically high levels. Persons 
apprehended for engaging in nonrecreational, commercial fishing (e.g., small-to-medium 
bodied groupers) within state waters are subject to a fine of not less than $500,000.17 
In addition, persons apprehended will forfeit to the state of Pohnpei his/her fishing 
vessel, fishing gear, furniture, appurtenances, stores, or cargo, in addition to fish caught. 
While setting fines at deterrent levels is best practice, this level of fine may be viewed as 
unrealistic, especially given limited enforcement capacity. 

Select species are protected via seasonal closures and/or size restriction limits, 
but these benefits are offset by minimal gear restrictions and an absence of catch 
volume restrictions. Title 26, Chapter 6, known as the Marine Resources Conservation 
Act of 1981, lays out the foundation for species-specific harvesting bans and harvesting 
requirements. This is further reiterated in the Pohnpei State Fisheries Protection Act of 
1995. Species such as black coral, Trochus shell, and grouper fish (that are in high demand 
and are therefore more vulnerable species) are covered in this law—one of the first in the 
Pacific region to provide species-specific regulations and management interventions. More-
recent size limit regulations, passed through a Governor-issued Executive Order in 2012, add 
further fisheries management requirements.

	 Fish size limit regulations are a positive management measure. Minimum size limits 
for the sale of nine of the most common or vulnerable species18 have been set in law, and 
education at the market and fisher level is under way. Enforcement of the regulations 
(discussed in the next chapter) may pose a challenge, but work to educate the market and 
consumers has begun. 

	 Species seasonal closures are declared. Closure periods for certain species, such as 
grouper, have been set. Initial legislation was put into place in the 1980s to limit the sale 
of select species during peak reproductive periods. Under the 2012 size limit regulations, 
the closure extends beyond fish for sale to include all fishing (i.e., subsistence as well as 
commercial fishing). While these seasonal closures are beneficial, certain species are likely 
not sufficiently protected under current legislation. For example, turtles are only protected 
from June 1 to August 31 and from December 1 to January 31 in any given year. 

	 Gear restrictions are currently insufficient. Gear restrictions focus on nets (e.g., nets must 
have a mesh size greater than four inches measured diagonally and be less than 100 feet 
long) and scuba gear (e.g., it is against the law to use any underwater breathing apparatus 
other than a snorkel). Nets are unselective fishing gears and are typically wasteful as 
they capture nontargeted species. Even if a four-inch mesh size is used, it is likely that 
the majority of fish caught will be juveniles. Likewise, spearfishing with scuba has a bias 
toward catching the larger, more-vulnerable species (and therefore mature and more-
fecund individuals). While beneficial in some regards, these restrictions do not address 

16.  Ibid.

17.  Ibid.

18.  Some size restrictions include “species groups,” equivalent to a number of species within a single fish family. 
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the method of most concern: survey findings indicate a fishery dominated by nighttime 
spearfishing, currently unregulated but regarded by scientists as unsustainable.19

	 The absence of catch volume restrictions poses a serious threat to reef fisheries. There 
is currently no management measure in place to limit catch volumes of reef fisheries. 
This is a matter of concern, as recent studies indicate that catch volumes are at highly 
unsustainable levels.20

Minimal permitting mechanisms exist, but discussions are under way on how to 
increase the use of license and permitting schemes. The current use of permits is 
generally to provide individuals with exemption from certain laws. For example, the Director 
of the Department of Land and Natural Resources can issue a permit: 

	 To allow for the taking, possession of, or export of species of endangered or threatened 
plants and animals or parts thereof for scientific purposes.21

	 To allow the use of areas within the Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge system for 
“non-commercial recreational hunting and fishing, subsistence fishing, public recreation 
and accommodations, and scientific research whenever such uses are compatible with the 
purposes for which such areas were established.”22

There are discussions under way on how to implement a boat registration and permit 
system. This would help with enforcement and also in case of emergency (i.e., search and 
rescue), and it would begin to shift the mentality of fishers toward a licensed fishery as 
opposed to one where anyone can fish anywhere and at any time.

The law to establish MPAs exists, but the process is arduous. And establishment of 
an MPA does not guarantee that protection of species and habitats are achieved. 
Title 26, Chapter 5, known as the Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge Act of 1999, 
provides the legal basis for designating and regulating Marine Sanctuaries (i.e., MPAs). 

	 Designation of areas can be done through top-down and bottom-up methods, but strong 
community support early on significantly speeds up the process. The act is structured to 
allow for designation of “areas of the terrestrial and marine environment that possess 
conservation, cultural, recreational, ecological, historical, research, educational, or 
aesthetic qualities which give them special national and international significance, and 
that protection of these special areas is necessary for the social, cultural, and economic 
well-being of future generations.”23 The process of area identification and designation 
can be driven by the state government or initiated by communities. If there is strong 
community support, designation takes two to three years rather than the normal three 

19.  Rhodes and Tupper 2007; Hopkins and Rhodes 2010.

20.  K. L. Rhodes, unpublished data. 

21.  Pohnpei State Code. Title 26. Chapter 2: Endangered Species. P.L. No. 6-55 §7; 45 TTC §107 (1980); S.L. No. 
5L-14-00 §3-55, 10/1/00.

22.  Pohnpei State Code. Title 26. Chapter 5: Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge System. S.L. No. 4L-115-99 §8, 
7/23/99. 

23.  Pohnpei State Code. Title 26. Chapter 5: Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge System. S.L. No. 4L-115-99 §2, 
7/23/99.
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to five years.24 In some cases, designation can take longer or possibly never occur. For 
example, efforts to protect a dwindling grouper spawning aggregation at Palikir Pass have 
been ongoing for more than 10 years. 

	 Marine Sanctuary declaration requires an amendment to the law approved by the 
Pohnpei State Legislature. In order to legally declare an area as a “Marine Sanctuary,” 
the original Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge Act of 1999 must be amended. This 
process requires the attention and support of the Pohnpei State Legislature and may 
require a great deal of time and nurturing of political will. 

 Regulations for designated areas are developed in consultation with traditional leaders 
and municipal leaders, providing an opportunity for embedding RBM approaches 
within designated MPAs.25 While designation of areas can occur from both levels, strong 
community participation via the traditional leaders and relevant municipal governments 
is required during establishment of implementing regulations (i.e., management plans). 
As such, regulation development offers an opportunity to incorporate recognition for 
RBM approaches as defined by traditional leaders and Municipal leaders. 

	 Creation of regulations also provides an opportunity to embed factors that discourage 
RBM approaches, however. Special allowances for “subsistence fishing” are explicitly 
granted in the legislation for some of the existing MPAs. 

24.  Interviewee. 

25.  Pohnpei State Code. Title 26. Chapter 5: Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge System. S.L. No. 4L-115-99 §6, 
7/23/99.



In addition to 
understanding 
the legal enabling 

conditions, it is equally 
important to understand 
their institutional 
context and how the 
laws and regulations are 
implemented. Related to 
this is the need to analyze 
the relevant institutional 
factors in delivery of or 
support of RBM and 
other protected-area and 
fisheries management 
efforts. 

Several vertical and 
horizontal government 
layers result in 
administrative complexity and overlapping or ineffective 
jurisdictional control. In addition to the national government, each 
state has its own state and municipal governments. At the state level, 
several entities are granted authority over various elements of marine 
issues. Collectively, these layers add administrative and logistical 
complexity and often lead to jurisdictional overlap and/or confusion. 
For example, when it comes to harvesting Trochus, the Department of 
Land & Natural Resources has authority over permitting; the Office 
of Fisheries and Aquaculture is in charge of managing the harvest; 
and the Department of Public Safety, Fish & Wildlife Division, 
is authorized to enforce the regulations. Minimal coordination 
among the relevant groups further inhibits the ability to successfully 
implement and enforce laws relevant to nearshore fisheries and 
coastal marine resources. Enforcement challenges are compounded by 
other constraints. 

Enforcement efforts are virtually nonexistent due to limited 
institutional capacity and financial resources. The Fish & Wildlife 
Division was set up in 2011 to serve as the primary enforcement body 
of marine issues within the 12nm zone, including the mangroves 
and watershed. 

3. Status of Implementation and 
Institutional Considerations 

Several vertical and horizontal government 

layers result in administrative complexity 

and overlapping or ineffective jurisdictional 

control, and this leads to minimal 

coordination among entities. Enforcement 

efforts are further constrained by limited 

institutional capacity and financial resources, 

although prosecutorial intent does exist. 

Recent passage of the size limit regulations 

represents a new avenue for enforcement 

(i.e., at the market level), although the 

outlook for the law is questionable and 

although subsistence (non-market sale and 

consumption) threats remain. The underlying 

traditional system remains strong in most 

communities as a cultural mechanism, but its 

usage for natural resource management, and 

for dealing with infractions, is limited. The 

Pohnpei State government’s ability to manage 

fisheries and coastal marine resources is weak, 

given the high levels of emigration and of 

skilled workers being drawn to positions in 

the national government and NGOs. There 

seems to be increasing recognition that at 

least partially shifting management to the 

municipal level would be beneficial. Other 

positive signs for the outlook of nearshore 

fisheries and coastal marine resource 

management in Pohnpei include fisher support 

for a range of management interventions 

and FSM’s involvement in the Micronesia 

Challenge (MC). 2

Guiding Questions

	 Are enforcement and 
management authorities clearly 
delineated?

	 Do enforcement authorities 
have enough skilled staff and 
equipment?

	 Do management authorities 
have skilled staff and 
equipment?

	 Are relevant laws being 
enforced?
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	 Infrastructure capacity and personnel numbers are limited due to budget constraints. 
The 2013 budget for the Fish & Wildlife Division is approximately $80,000. This covers 
the salaries of one chief and seven officers (one position currently vacant), along with 
operational costs, including the purchase of fuel. In terms of assets, Fish & Wildlife 
has four boats, each with one two-stroke 40HP or 115HP engine (all donated). Due 
to financial limitations, purchase of fuel and operation of these boats is limited to 
two nights per week of limited patrol. Through support from partner organizations, 
Officers have received training, but this has generally not improved enforcement efforts. 
In recognition of resource limitations, recently enacted and pending management 
recommendations have focused on greater enforcement at the market level, enabling 
Officers to attend to market issues on a daily basis and at minimal cost. 

	 Support by the other enforcement entities is minimal. The initial expectation was that 
the state police force would support the Fish & Wildlife Division, but this has not yet 
happened. Similarly, while the Maritime Wing of the national government is allowed to 
support the states in enforcement efforts, the Fish & Wildlife Division has yet to request 
assistance. However, there is a joint enforcement Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between state and municipal governments that allows state agencies to provide 
resources (e.g., boats, fuel, training, etc.) to local authorities to enforce state laws.26 The 
actual devolution of resources to support municipal-level enforcement is believed to 
be minimal. 

Prosecutorial intent is strong, but issues exist—particularly when municipal police 
apprehend offenders. Incidents detected and persons apprehended by the municipal 
police are prosecuted at the state level. This creates several issues, including, but not limited 
to the following:

	 Fines collected as a result of municipal police work are sent to the state general fund. 
Municipal budgets are very small, and the inability of the police to retain fines serves as a 
disincentive to spend time and resources enforcing state laws.27 

	 The state court is often far removed from the defendant’s municipality. Community 
members generally do not attend court, so the level of “shame” achieved at the state 
court is far lower than if the infractions were dealt with in municipal courts. In addition, 
because municipal courts are closer to the infraction’s location, it is likely that they 
could handle cases more effectively. However, social stigma for prosecutors, along with 
favoritism and nepotism toward offenders, has greater potential to occur at the municipal 
level. 

	 State court rules are generally more stringent than municipal laws, and minor 
technicalities can result in a dismissal. 

26.  Constitution of the State of Pohnpei. Article 7, section 7. 

27.  The Pohnpei State Fisheries Protection Act of 1995 included the following: “Thirty percent (30%) of all civil and 
criminal fines and proceeds of forfeitures as set forth in Subsection (2) of this section which are collected within a local 
jurisdiction, or within the local jurisdiction’s designated portion of state waters as established by rules and regulations, 
shall be distributed to the local jurisdiction.” However, implementing regulations were never developed, so there is 
currently no mechanism to allocate 30% of fines to the Municipal level. 



Feder ated S tateS oF MicroneSia–PohnPei    11

Despite the above points, prosecutorial intent is strong, and when apprehension occurs, 
infractions usually lead to monetary fines and/or jail time. Despite limited enforcement 
capacity, examples of apprehension that have resulted in a guilty charge do exist. The state 
court system understands the laws and regulations related to the marine areas and takes 
them very seriously. According to a 2010 Field and Household Assessment, fines and jail 
time were mentioned as the main form of punishment for management violations (rather 
than traditional practices) and few fishers thought fishing violations should go unpunished.28 

The fish size limit restrictions signed into law in 2012 represent an opportunity to 
approach enforcement from a different angle and, if implemented successfully, 
will reduce the catch of juvenile fish. Creation of these restrictions allows a new level of 
enforcement effort to be conducted at the level of the market.

	 Market dynamics before the law encouraged catch of all reef fish, irrespective of type or 
size. Prices for reef fish have remained relatively consistent and similar for all reef fish, 
with no price variation between species.29 Fishers, who were paid based on total weight, 
had an incentive to catch whatever reef fish they could. 

	 Education and awareness-building efforts regarding the new law are under way. The 
main fish markets in Pohnpei are fairly centralized, which should simplify the process 
of education. The Fish & Wildlife Division and NGO partners have been engaged 
in education at the market level and also fisher level. Recommendations were made 
to develop centralized notice boards around the main markets to house posters for 
awareness, ecology, etc., though these have yet to be developed.

	 Acceptance of the restrictions by the market (demand) will force the fishers (supply) to 
only target appropriately sized species. Provided that a sufficient level of enforcement 
occurs, the market will be forced to stop purchasing juvenile fish. Absent this demand, it 
is hoped that fishers will be driven to adjust practices and catch only appropriately sized 
fish for sale. This would represent a beneficial shift in the market dynamics, but the need 
for enforcement on the water will remain, especially given that a substantial portion of all 
catch goes to household consumption.30 

There remain a number of issues that may detract from the ability to achieve intended 
objectives. These include market work-arounds and uncertainty regarding the strength and 
longevity of the law itself:

	 Market work-arounds exist. Successful enforcement at the level of the markets may 
divert more fishers to direct sale to consumers, such as non-storefront community-based 
markets that are believed to represent a significant portion of overall demand and point-
of-sale. However, such marketing usually takes fishers a greater amount of time, which 
helps obtain the desired result of minimizing juvenile catch. 

 The future of the law is questionable, and certain regulations may require amendment to 
the Marine and Aquatic Resources Act of 1981 to possess sufficient legal power. The law 

28.  Hopkins and Rhodes 2010.

29.  Rhodes and Tupper 2007.

30.  Hopkins and Rhodes 2010; Houk et al. 2012.
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was passed as a governor-issued Executive Order—it did not pass through the legislature. 
If there is enough political pressure placed on the governor, he could simply issue another 
Executive Order overturning this, or the legislature could overturn it if enough political 
pressure is placed on them.31 According to one interviewee, there is no proactive force 
within the legislature to pass or uphold laws and management interventions for nearshore 
fisheries. In addition to the ability for the governor and legislature to overturn the law in 
its entirety, certain components of the law may require amendment to the Marine and 
Aquatic Resources Act of 1981 to possess sufficient legal force. 

Although there is a lack of species-specific life history data for decision making 
for some species, there is sufficient evidence for management to act on a wide 
range of issues and species, particularly in Pohnpei. For the Pohnpei commercial 
fishery, a 2006 market survey provided detailed information on the species composition 
of commercial catches over a 13-month period, along with catch per unit of effort, gear 
usage, expenditures and fished areas, among others. A subsequent household survey 
examined many of these same details for subsistence fishers. Additional studies have been 
conducted on the basic life history of some of the most important commercially targeted 
species to show declines in mean size and fecundity, as well as downward trends in density 
(abundance) in spawning aggregations. Basic information such as fish size and length at 
sexual maturity is available for a number of species, either directly examined in Pohnpei or 
from the literature, which can be used to set size limits on catch similar to those recently 
enacted. Finally, a recent fisher survey across the FSM revealed dramatic declines of 70–80% 
in the size and abundance of green humphead parrotfish (Bolbometopon muricatum) and 
humphead wrasse (Chelinus undulatus) throughout the region.

	 Beginning in 1998, recommendations to manage coastal marine resources more effectively 
have been made to Pohnpei State (e.g., to the Legislative Marine Resources Committee) 
by biologists working in Pohnpei, but none of them have been adopted by the legislature. 
Sufficient information is currently available to protect additional spawning aggregation 
sites through area protection, by limiting the catch of the most vulnerable species 
and by enacting more-stringent gear restrictions and sales restrictions around known 
spawning times. 

	 Trends in nearshore fish and invertebrate populations are not well documented and 
represent a shortcoming that needs to be addressed. 

However, it is generally believed that the delays in management or enforcement responses 
do not originate from a lack of sound scientific or anecdotal information on fisheries 
impacts. In other words, relevant authorities have access to sufficient scientific and anecdotal 
evidence to inform management interventions but have chosen not to rely upon this 
information to date. 

The modern legal system is underpinned by a reasonably intact traditional system, 
but few chiefs are able to leverage the respect they command to use the traditional 
system for natural resource management. Use of the traditional system for certain 
things remains relatively common throughout Pohnpei. In some instances, like banning 

31.  Interviewee.
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humphead wrasse (C. undulatus), the blessing of traditional leaders is required. These and 
some other coastal marine resources were traditionally reserved for the chief, so bans must 
garner the approval of the Council of Chiefs to be supported. Other examples grounded in 
the traditional system include the following:

	 Community Conservation Officers (CCOs), appointed by the chiefs, have been and 
continue to be involved in enforcement and management efforts. CCOs are community 
members who assist the Fish & Wildlife Division with enforcement of restrictions and 
work with NGO partners on monitoring the ecological health of areas. CCOs receive 
regular training for both monitoring and enforcement activities but are not legally 
mandated to apprehend.

	 Enipein village in Kitti Municipality used the traditional system to deal with a natural 
resource infraction rather than sort it out through the modern legal system, setting an 
alternate example of what is possible. The communities of Enipein have been champions 
of marine and terrestrial conservation for more than a decade. The chiefs decided that 
individuals that violated any traditional or modern laws would be prosecuted at the 
village level, with punishment coming from community consensus, before utilizing the 
modern legal system.32 In one natural resource violation case, a judge came to witness 
the traditional punishment so that if the finding was not adhered to by the violators, the 
matter could be elevated to court. This experience—and treating resources as priceless 
and sacred—appears extremely powerful. 

The scalability of using the traditional system to deal with natural resource extractions 
is questionable, and future use in Enipein is uncertain: the chief there who spearheaded the 
use of the traditional system passed away in summer 2012. The new leadership has been 
supportive of natural resource management, but use of the traditional system to deal with 
infractions has not been tested since mid-2012. 
 
The lack of capacity of government and traditional systems has led NGOs to fill 
important gaps in fisheries and coastal management. The importance of Pohnpei’s 
natural environment to the communities, combined with a lack of capacity by government 
and the inability to use traditional hierarchical structures, has led a few international NGOs 
to provide significant environmental and conservation support. Likewise, a number of 
smaller, locally based NGOs have been formed and helped to launch projects, particularly 
related to MPA establishment, conservation, and management. However, these NGOs still 
rely on government to act on management and enforcement issues. 

A formal MOU was established between a range of government and nongovernmental 
entities in 2004 for implementation of the Conference of the Parties’ seven programs of 
work on protected areas (PAs) in FSM. The parties of the MOU committed to working 
together toward the goal of establishing and maintaining a comprehensive, effectively 
managed, and ecologically representative system of PAs. 

The outlook for Pohnpei State’s capacity to assume stronger control of natural 
resource management and support is questionable, particularly because of 
“brain drain” and internal factors. Pohnpei’s ability to ensure protection of its nearshore 

32.  Furlich 2010.
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fisheries and coastal marine resources depends on sufficient human capacity. But various 
factors call into question the state government’s ability to secure and retain personnel:

	 Human capital flight continues to drive emigration, especially to the United States. 
Consistent and large-scale emigration of individuals with technical skills and knowledge 
is largely driven by FSM’s strong ties to the United States. Preliminary results of the 2010 
Census show an FSM resident population of 102,600, a decline of about 4.3% since the 
2000 Census.33 

	 The national government attracts strong state government employees. The individuals 
who shine in state government are frequently offered opportunities to join the national 
government. This is particularly true in Pohnpei, given that the national government is 
located in the state. 

	 National and state hiring freezes serve to limit growth of relevant institutions such as the 
Fish & Wildlife Division. There is a current hiring freeze at both the national and state 
levels. In addition, it is expected that all government budgets will decline by 6% next year 
and into the future, leading to a reduction in salary levels and/or operational budgets. 

	 Capable individuals often see better opportunities in the NGO sector. The NGO 
sector continues to grow and as a result requires more personnel. The state government 
individuals showing the most promise are obvious candidates as these NGOs expand. 

Nevertheless, there are signs of support for stronger local management of 
nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resources. Despite enforcement challenges and 
an overall sense of weak government institutional capacity, there are some positive signs for 
future management:

	 A Fisher Perception Survey in 2010 found broad support for a range of management 
measures. A widespread concern about reef resources led to broad support for marine 
protected areas, gear restrictions, species bans, size limits, and limits on foreign fishing.34 
License schemes and boat registration were also given substantial support.35 To date, 
however, lobbying efforts by Fish & Wildlife to develop license schemes and boat 
registration processes have not yielded progress. Given that there is fisher support, 
it is believed that insufficient personnel and focus on this need underlie the lack of 
real progress. 

	 There is increasing recognition of the importance of empowering management at a 
level that resonates with communities and resource users. There seems to be increasing 
recognition by relevant government and NGO entities that shifting management to 
the municipal level would strengthen nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resource 
management.36 In addition, the Fisher Perception Survey found that “support was strong 
for municipal marine tenure across all municipalities, whereby municipalities have greater 

33.  FSM Office of Statistics, Budgets and Economic Management, Overseas Development Assistance, and Compact 
Management. “Division of Statistics Options.” Accessed 2/3/2013. 

34.  Hopkins and Rhodes 2010. 

35.  Ibid.

36.  Interviewees.
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authority to restrict and monitor fishing activities within their waters.”37 This would also 
enhance the potential for the proliferation of RBM approaches. It is unclear whether the 
state legislature would ever grant increased power to the municipal governments, but it is 
a possibility worth exploring.   

Involvement in the Micronesia Challenge further supports an overall positive 
outlook for natural resource management in FSM. The Micronesia Challenge is 
a commitment by the chief executives of FSM, the Republic of Palau, the Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, the U.S. Territory of Guam, and the U.S. Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands to “effectively conserve at least 30% of the near-shore marine and 
20% of the forest resources across Micronesia by 2020.” 

The MC is both a conservation challenge and a fund-raising challenge. The conservation 
elements focus on effectively conserving the minimum 30/20 coverage in order to address 
issues related to climate change, biodiversity, and sustainable livelihoods. The fund-raising 
elements focus on building upon existing national budget allocations, creating new revenue 
streams, and leveraging international development assistance and direct investment to 
capitalize an endowment to provide for a predictable flow of resources for achieving the 
goals of the MC, including the development and management of the PA system.

37.  Hopkins and Rhodes 2010.



The need to actively manage 
coastal fishery resources is not 
adequately reflected in the 

government budget allocation to relevant 
entities, and the bulk of funds go to 
the EPA and livelihood development. 
The largest source of government funding 
comes from the Compact of Free Association 
(Compact) agreement with the United States. 
A portion of this (10%) goes to the national 
government, and the remainder is allocated 
to each of the states based on an internal 
calculation largely driven by population size. 
According to interviewees, Pohnpei received 
approximately $20 million of the total FSM 
Compact budget allocation in 2013. This 
money is then allocated across different 
areas that include the priorities (health and 
education) and five other areas, including the 
environment. The environment funding goes 
entirely to the Environmental Protection Agency, responsible for “overseeing the wise use, 
protection, and preservation of Pohnpei’s resources, balancing the needs of economic and 
social development with those of environmental quality and respect for our traditional 
ways.”38 The main functions of the Agency are performed under the following Divisions: 
Management, Pollution Control (Permitting System), Laboratory & Safe Drinking Water, 
Quarantine, Establishment, Climate Change and Community Improvement, Environmental 
Education.39 

The second largest source of revenue beyond the Compact is fishing access fees beyond 
the 12 nm area (within the EEZ). This money channels to the national general account 
and is then reallocated as part of the yearly budget process. Money allocated to nearshore 
fisheries and coastal marine resource management is minimal. 

	 Funding for the Fish & Wildlife Division in 2013 is approximately $80,000, inclusive of 
salaries and operational budgets. This effectively covers salaries and office maintenance 
alone and leaves little money for field operations or outreach and management activities 
such as enforcement. Enforcement at the market level, however, could be done for about 
$20 per day (e.g., for fuel to drive the truck to the markets), so it is difficult to entirely 
attribute poor enforcement at this level to insufficient budgets. 

38.  Office of Pohnpei State EPA website.

39.  Ibid.

4. Status of Budgetary Conditions 

The need to actively 

manage coastal fishery 

resources is not adequately 

reflected in the government 

budget allocation to 

relevant entities, and the 

bulk of funds go to the 

Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) and to 

livelihood development 

(e.g., aquaculture). Financial 

mechanisms (e.g., ring- 

fenced or earmarked 

accounts) that previously 

provided incentives for 

and enabled enforcement 

efforts are no longer in use. 

Funding for fisheries and 

coastal marine resource 

management comes primarily 

from external donors. There 

is hope that the FSM’s 

Micronesia Challenge 

Endowment housed in the 

Micronesia Conservation 

Trust will eventually serve as 

a source of financing, but it is 

unlikely that this funding will 

sufficiently cover all MPA 

and fisheries management 

financing needs. 2

Guiding Questions

	 Is there a clear system to 
allocate budgets in support of 
fisheries management laws?

	 Are public funding streams 
allocated to coastal marine 
resource management?

	 Can enforcement and 
management authorities collect 
and retain revenues?

	 Do the appropriate authorities 
have the capacity to request, 
absorb, and use funds?
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	 The Office of Fisheries and Aquaculture has a budget of approximately $400,000 for 
2013. The office currently focuses on livelihood development and increasing production 
rather than management. It does, however, provide some management planning support 
for MPAs.

	 Other government budgets allocated in pursuit of terrestrial conservation and 
environmental management are comparatively larger. The other flows, primarily in 
pursuit of terrestrial or land-based management, amount to approximately $590,000 
for 2013. 

Financial mechanisms that previously provided incentives and enabled 
enforcement efforts are no longer in use. A number of financing mechanisms that 
served to collect and ring-fence specific revenue and funding for fisheries and coastal marine 
resource management activities have either been dismantled or are no longer in active use. 

	 The Marine Conservation Unit (MCU)—the precursor to the Fish & Wildlife 
Division—had a ring-fenced account but it was dismantled after only one year. 
When the MCU was established in 2007 under the Department of Land and 
Natural Resources, Public Safety, and Attorney General’s office, so was an account 
to collect fisheries and coastal marine resource related fines. The ring-fenced account 
was structured such that 50% of the fines collected channeled to the state and 50% 
to the national government. This ensured that at least half of the fines would go 
back to the states for enforcement efforts. Usage at the state level was mandated as 
70% for enforcement and 30% for development and research. When the MCU was 
effectively dismantled in 2008/2009, the fines collected went into the national and state 
general funds. 

	 Title 26, Chapter 6, notes that this revenue is still tracked and could be used for 
conservation measures. According to the law, “all revenues realized through the 
administration of [Marine Resources Conservation Act of 1981] shall be deposited in 
the general fund of Pohnpei as the realization of general revenues. The Director of the 
Department of Treasury and Administration shall maintain separate accounting for all 
such revenues so deposited for inclusion in his periodic reports to the Legislature on the 
status of the general fund. Monies so deposited shall, to the extent deemed practicable 
by the Legislature, be appropriated for conservation measures relative to the marine life 
of this state.”40 In other words, it should be possible to track the revenues collected in 
relation to enforcement of the Marine Resources Conservation Act of 1981. It is unclear, 
however, to what extent the Fish & Wildlife Division could request and absorb these 
revenues as part of future budget request procedures. 

The FSM Endowment within the Micronesia Conservation Trust will eventually 
serve as a source of funding to marine and terrestrial conservation efforts. The 
2007 Micronesia Challenge Sustainable Finance Plan estimated that FSM would need a 
budget of $3.8 million per year to achieve the Micronesia Challenge conservation goals. 
It furthermore assumed that FSM could cover $2.3 million of this on a revolving basis, 

40.  Pohnpei State Code. Title 26, Chapter 6: Marine and Aquatic Resources. S.L. No. 2L-106-81 §7-1, 12/17/81.
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leaving $1.5 million to be covered by an endowment.41 Assuming a 5% disbursement rate, 
FSM would need a $30 million endowment. The endowment required for Pohnpei alone 
is approximately $9 million.42 As of December 2012, the total FSM endowment was 
$2.2 million. 

Capitalizing the endowment will take time, and even then there is an assumption that 
roughly $2 million will be channeled from other sources. As such, an endowment should not 
be viewed as the silver-bullet solution to funding needs for nearshore fisheries and coastal 
marine resource management. 

External funding on conservation and climate change is significant, but donor 
priorities continue to shift. A number of bilateral, multilateral, and private foundation 
donors currently support various marine and terrestrial efforts in FSM, including in 
Pohnpei. The largest single source is the Global Environment Facility (GEF), which is in the 
process of allocating approximately $6.8 million in its fifth replenishment cycle ( July 2010 
to July 2014). The largest portion of this (more than $3 million) will be dedicated to climate 
change adaptation and mitigation measures. While some of the GEF-5 and other financing 
will target biodiversity conservation, external funding has and will always ebb and flow, 
depending on the current objectives of each funder. 

41.  Walsh and Stege.

42.  Ibid.



The dynamics of the political economy 
relevant to fisheries and coastal marine 
management in Pohnpei State must be 

considered at multiple levels: regional, national, 
and state. 

At a regional level, coastal marine 
resources are primarily viewed as 
economic development tools. FSM is one 
of 22 Pacific Island countries that, through 
the Secretariat of the Pacific Community 
(SPC), have developed intergovernmental 
policy approaches to many economic sectors, 
including fisheries. Through the SPC’s Coastal 
Fisheries Program (CFP), attention has been 
directed toward inshore fisheries. Since CFP 
is a regional development body rather than a conservation entity, much of its program 
focuses on aquaculture and fisheries development projects, including fisheries centers (i.e., 
ice plants and docking stations) and setting up fish aggregating devices. However, SPC has 
also endorsed an ecosystem approach to fisheries management and is beginning to look at 
climate change, so there is some movement away from approaches focused on production to 
approaches grounded in sustainable management.

At the national level, coastal marine resource management is not viewed as a 
priority. National-level decision making must be framed within its overall economic 
situation. The principal source of income is the United States, through the Compact. The 
International Monetary Fund estimates that FSM needs aggregate annual savings equivalent 
to more than 5% of gross domestic product (recent surpluses average only about 1%) over 
the long term to generate replacement income for Compact grants set to expire in FY2023.43 
The ability for FSM to increase its savings rate will depend largely on its ability to generate 
additional revenue from the four priority sectors outlined in the Long-term Strategic 
Development Plan 2004–2023: fisheries, agriculture, tourism, and energy. 

	 The country’s development plan identifies fisheries as one of the major drivers of the 
economy, yet it fails to articulate how this links to management of nearshore fisheries 
and coastal marine resources. The development plan seems more focused on offshore 
resources (i.e., the tuna industry) and it overlooks nearshore fisheries and fishing 
communities and the opportunities for management with them.

43.  ADB 2012.

5. Status of Political and Economic 
Decision Making

The national Long-term 

Strategic Development 

Plan 2004–2023 

highlights fisheries, 

agriculture, tourism, 

and energy as the top 

four priority economic 

development sectors. Most 

of the fisheries economic 

development efforts focus 

on developing domestic 

extraction and processing 

of offshore resources (e.g., 

tuna). Nearshore fisheries 

and coastal marine 

resources are viewed as 

small-scale community 

livelihood opportunities 

rather than as areas that 

require management 

interventions. Pohnpei 

State gives priority to 

education and health 

services; there is only a 

minimal link currently 

being made between 

health and education 

priorities and the issues 

of food security and the 

importance of sustainably 

managing fisheries. 2

Guiding Questions

	 Is there a long-term national 
development plan that puts 
priority on sustainable use of 
natural resources?

	 Does the government 
currently give priority to 
sustainable fisheries and coastal 
management?



20 Feder ated S tateS oF MicroneSia–PohnPei

	 Tourism opportunities are severely limited. There is hope that tourism may one day 
present itself as an economic development option. However, current hotel infrastructure 
and logistics severely constrain the ability for the sector to grow. For example, there is 
only one airline (United) with consistent service, and it only stops in each of the FSM 
states once per day. 

Pohnpei State decision making focuses on developing health and education 
services with little direct focus on nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resource 
management. There currently does not appear to be any formal recognition of how 
intimately linked issues of health and education are to food security and marine ecosystem 
health. But informal networks recently set up attempt to link health issues to ecological 
and food security issues. For example, the Piggery Advisory Council (PAC), a network of 
resource management agencies and NGOs, is working to address water quality and health 
issues caused by pigs. The ability for PAC to help inform and motivate decision makers to 
action is yet to be seen, however. 



Nearshore fishing around Pohnpei State represents one of the most prevalent and 
important subsistence livelihood options. Recognition of the need to ensure the 
sustainability of nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resources is evidenced 

by the presence of fisheries management and protected-area laws and by the range of 
government and non-governmental entities tasked with enforcement and implementation. 
At present, a significant portion of government resources focuses on small-scale, nearshore 
livelihoods development (e.g., aquaculture) rather than management. Looking forward, 
there is a need to secure the longevity and effectiveness of relevant fisheries management and 
marine protected area efforts. One way to do this is through the increased use of effective 
rights-based approaches. 

This assessment was geared toward evaluating the state of the main “top-down” enabling 
conditions that would support the use of RBM to safeguard nearshore fisheries and coastal 
marine resources in Pohnpei State.44 At the present time, the collective status of these 
conditions does not indicate a strong foundation for RBM approaches in Pohnpei. However, 
the existing foundation could be strengthened considerably, and quickly, if the political will 
for sustainable fisheries and coastal marine resource management is improved. The key 
findings are provided in Table 2. 

44.  Pohnpei is very strategic, as it is the center of FSM, and efforts here can influence work in the adjacent areas. During 
interviews and discussion, however, it became clear that although Pohnpei is influential, the other states may have more 
potential for fisheries management due to the stronger village and family ownership of resources in Yap and Kosrae, for 
instance. This requires further research and validation.

6. Conclusion



22 Feder ated S tateS oF MicroneSia–PohnPei

Table 2. Summary of Findings

E NAB LI N G  
CO N D I T I O N G U I D I N G Q U E S T I O N S K E y FI N D I N G S

LEGAL 	 Are fisheries management laws 
in place?

	 Do customary management 
systems exist, and are they 
legally recognized?

	 Do existing laws/systems 
secure exclusive use rights?

	 Are there regulations 
moderating access and effort?

	 Does legislation exist to 
designate protected areas?

legal structures support development of MpAs and basic 
market-based regulations (i.e., size restrictions) but do not 
incorporate effort or gear restrictions 

	 Several basic fisheries management laws exist but they are 
collectively limited in their ability to manage the fishery: need 
to address the primary fishing method, nighttime spear-fishing

	 Legislation to designate PAs exists but the process to do so is 
long and arduous, and legal recognition requires the legislature 
to amend the existing law 

	 Some customary management systems are in place, but ability 
of chiefs to use the traditional system for resource management 
is limited and continues to erode

INSTITUTIONAL 
AND 
IMPLEMENTATION

	 Are enforcement and 
management authorities 
clearly delineated?

	 Do enforcement authorities 
have enough skilled staff and 
equipment?

	 Do management authorities 
have skilled staff and 
equipment?

	 Are relevant laws being 
enforced?

enforcement efforts are limited and relevant institutions lack the 
resources to effectively implement regulations; minimal focus 
placed on management

	 Fish & Wildlife Division (enforcement entity) lacks human and 
infrastructure capacity due to limited funding and government 
support

	 Office of Fisheries & Aquaculture focuses on livelihoods 
development rather than management

	 There are currently no fisher cooperatives or way(s) for 
fishers to collectively influence market pricing and engage in 
management actions

BUDGETARy 	 Is there a clear system to 
allocate budgets in support of 
fisheries management laws?

	 Are public funding streams 
allocated to coastal marine 
resource management?

	 Can enforcement and 
management authorities 
collect and retain revenues?

	 Do the appropriate authorities 
have the capacity to request, 
absorb, and use funds?

primary funding is external (foundation and development 
agencies); current government funding does not give priority to 
fisheries and coastal marine resource management

	 Current government funding supports resource extraction over 
sustainable management and food security 

	 Mechanisms that ring-fenced revenues from enforcement and 
management are no longer in use

	 MC Endowment offers prospect for sustainable funding, but 
capitalization will be difficult, and the level of funding per year 
will not be sufficient to cover all needs of nearshore resources

POLITICAL AND 
ECONOMIC 
DECISION MAKING

	 Is there a long-term national 
development plan that puts 
priority on sustainable use of 
natural resources?

	 Does the government currently 
give priority to sustainable 
fisheries and coastal 
management?  

At regional and national levels, focus is on economic 
development opportunities, primarily offshore; at the pohnpei 
State level, focus is on livelihoods rather than management

	 Limited political will for or interest in nearshore and coastal 
management



Appendix A. Country Snapshot

Profile

POPULATION 111,542

GDP $310 million

GDP GROWTH 2%

INFLATION 3.4%

INCOME STATUS Lower-Middle Income

POvERTy RATE AT $2 A DAy 45%

GOvERNANCE INDEx 2nd quartile (Rank = 92/210)

Source: World Bank 2013a, for 2011 data; poverty rate for 2000 from World Bank 2013b.

Fisheries Statistics

L AN D I N G S
vO LU M E

( TOnS)
PR O D U C T I O N vALU E

(MILLI On D O LL AR S)

COASTAL COMMERCIAL 2,800 7.56

COASTAL SUBSISTENCE 9,800 15.73

OFFSHORE LOCALLy BASED 16,222 23.91

OFFSHORE FOREIGN-BASED 143,315 177.20

AQUACULTURE 0 0.08

TOTAL 172,137 224.5

FI S H I N G’S CO N T R I BU T I O N  
TO D O M E S T I C G D P 

28.54 
(14.4%)

T R AD E

IMPORTS 2,370a 1.9 

ExPORTS 5,510a 12.3 

R O LE O F FI S H AN D FI S H I N G I N S O CI E T y

NUMBER OF FISHERS n/Ab 

SEAFOOD CONSUMPTION 191 grams per person per dayc

a.  Tons liveweight. Data include only fish categorized as “for direct human consumption.”

b.  “Statistics Division (2008a) cites 132 people employed in fishing, but this is likely to be a gross under-estimate.” 
“Very few individuals have formal employment in fisheries. Most of those who earn an income from fisheries are self-
employed.”

c.  Various studies have made estimates of per capita fish consumption in the country ranging between 44 and 142 kg 
per year.

Source: FAO 2010. Data are for one of the years 2006–2008.
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MPAs

AR E A 
(hEC TAR ES)

S HAR E O F E xCLUS I v E  
E CO N O M I C ZO N E AR E A

PARKS WITH MARINE 
PROTECTED AREAS

11,343 0.0038%

Source: World Database on Protected Areas 2013.

Marine Habitats

AR E A 
(SqUAR E k ILOME T ER S)

S HAR E O F  
G LO BAL TOTAL

G LO BAL  
R AN K

CORAL REEFS 4,925 2% 11

MANGROvES 86 n/A n/A

Source: Reefs from Burke et al. 2011; mangroves from Paul and Edward, undated. 



Appendix B. Status of RBM Building Blocks 
There are a number of protected areas in the Federated States of Micronesia-Pohnpei.  
Some of these are locally managed marine area (LMMA) sites. 

FSM–Pohnpei Protected Areas

NA M E PA T y PE
AR E A 

I N K M 2 E CO LO G I C AL T y PE
y E AR O F 

LEG I S L AT I O N L M M A?

ANT ATOLL BIOSPHERE Biosphere 
Reserve

27.76 General Biosphere / grouper 
spawning site 

2010* no

DEHPEHK/TAKAIOU Sanctuary 1.74 General/Mangrove dwelling marine 
organism

2001 Yes

ENIPEIN MARINE RESERvE Mangrove 
Reserve

n/A Mangrove dwelling marine 
organisms

2010 Yes

KEHPARA Sanctuary 1.44 Grouper spawning ground 1999 no

MINTO REEF Sanctuary n/A General coral reef ecosystem 1999 no

MWAHND/DEKEHOS Sanctuary 7.69 General coral reef ecosystem/ 
Manta ray dive site

2001 Yes

NAMWEN NA Sanctuary 0.71 General/cultural heritage (Sting 
Ray aggregation site)

2001 no

NAMWEN NAHNINGI Sanctuary 0.34 General/cultural heritage (Sting 
Ray aggregation site)

2001 no

NAHTIK Sanctuary 0.75 General coral reef ecosystem 2001 Yes

NAN WAP Sanctuary 3.04 Reef fish spawning and 
aggregation ground

2010 Yes

OROLUK Sanctuary n/A Turtle nesting ground/General 
coral reef ecosystem 

1999 no

SAPWITIK Sanctuary 1.57 General coral reef ecosystem/ 
rabbit fish spawning ground

2001 Yes

SENIPEHN MANGROvE 
RESERvE

Mangrove 
Reserve

n/A Mangrove dwelling marine 
organisms

2001 Yes

PAKIN  Sanctuary 4.53 General coral reef ecosystem 2010 Yes

PWUDOI Mangrove/
marine 
sanctuary

n/A Mangrove dwelling marine 
organisms/ General coral reef 
ecosystem

2010 Yes

PENIOU Sanctuary n/A General coral reef ecosystem Pending Yes

* Currently in place through an Executive Order; pending Amendment to the Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge Act 
of 1999.
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In addition to these PAs, a number of fisheries management methods are in place:

	 Exclusion of commercial fishing boats from state water

	 Fish size restrictions;

	 Seasonal closures (e.g., spawning aggregation sites)

	 Gear restrictions

	 Species-specific sales bans (e.g., green humphead parrotfish, Bolbometopon muricatum)



Appendix C. 
Background on Legal Conditions Related  
to Rights-based Management

The legislation and institutional framework of the Federated States of Micronesia 
includes both national and individual state constitutions, with each of the four 
states functioning as strong, semi-autonomous governments. There are therefore 

two levels of consideration as it relates to Pohnpei legal conditions: national and Pohnpei 
State. In addition to developing overarching policies, the national government provides 
guidance and technical assistance to the states when needed and requested on matters such 
as planning, economic development, natural resources, fisheries, and the environment. 

Numerous laws are relevant to the management of fisheries and coastal marine resources 
in Pohnpei. The relevant acts, most of which are included within Pohnpei State Title 26, are:

	 Endangered Species Act of 1975

	 Marine and Aquatic Resources Act of 1981

	 Conservation and Resource Enforcement Act of 1982

	 Watershed Forest Reserve and Mangrove Protection Act of 1987

	 Soil and Water Conservation Act of 1992

	 Pohnpei State Fisheries Protection Act of 1995

	 Marine Sanctuary and Wildlife Refuge Act of 1999

	 Marine Resources Act of 2002

Implementing regulations issued in relation to these Acts guide enforcement effort. Most 
notable are the size limit regulations passed in 2012. 



E N T I T y 
K E y PU R P OS E S, FU N C T I O N S,  
AN D R E S P O N S I B I LI T I E S

I N vO Lv E M E N T I N COA S TAL  
M AR I N E R E S O U R CE M AN AG E M E N T

NATIONAL 
GOvERNMENT, 
DEPARTMENT OF 
RESOURCES AND 
DEvELOPMENT 

	 To provide support to state agencies involved in 
coastal fisheries development and management 
efforts. This is done primarily through the Fisheries 
Section of the Division of Resource Management 
and Development within the Department of 
Resources and Development

	 The Fisheries Section assists the states 
in implementing their development 
and management plans through the 
provision of technical support and 
information, facilitation of contacts 
between state agencies and external 
organizations, and coordinating 
the activities of FSM’s international 
development partners in the fisheries 
sector

NATIONAL 
GOvERNMENT, OFFICE 
OF ENvIRONMENT 
AND EMERGENCy 
MANAGEMENT

	 To coordinate efforts at the national government 
to ensure that environmental considerations are 
integrated into the strategic policy formulation 
process

	 To help the states prevent, prepare for, and recover 
from natural and human-induced disasters

	 To administer Title 25 of the FSM Code.

	 To coordinate measures to address climate change

	 Minimal direct involvement

NATIONAL OCEANIC 
RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 
AUTHORITy

 	 To be an effective guardian and manager of the 
living and non‐living marine resources in the 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ) of the FSM for people 
living today and for the generations to come

	 Minimal direct involvement

NATIONAL FISHERIES 
CORPORATION

	 Public corporation established by the FSM 
government in 1984, which aims to develop and 
promote a profitable and long-term commercial 
fishery within the FSM 

	 In addition to the national Fisheries Corporation’s 
own industry development programs, the 
corporation works closely with the individual states 
in joint fishery projects

	 Minimal direct involvement

MARITIME WING 	 Enforcement arm of the national government, 
focusing on the EEZ, but will assist state 
governments upon request or if they encounter 
foreign fishing vessels within their 12 mile 
jurisdiction

	 Also serve as transporter of ballot boxes to remote 
islands during election periods

	 Only upon request from states

Appendix D. 
Key Government Institutions with a Role in Fisheries 
and Coastal Marine Resource Management 

table continues on page 29
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E N T I T y 
K E y PU R P OS E S, FU N C T I O N S,  
AN D R E S P O N S I B I LI T I E S

I N vO Lv E M E N T I N COA S TAL  
M AR I N E R E S O U R CE M AN AG E M E N T

POHNPEI STATE, 
OFFICE OF FISHERIES 
AND AQUACULTURE

	 Responsible for all oversight and development of 
fisheries and aquaculture

	 Identifies, develops, and manages 
aquaculture livelihood projects

	 Works with communities to develop and 
implement fisheries management plans 
for protected areas (PAs)

POHNPEI STATE, 
DEPARTMENT OF 
LAND AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES

	 Responsible for the conservation and management 
of natural resources that belong to the state

	 Administers and manages statewide system of 
land information and records, cadastral survey and 
mapping of private and public lands, archive of 
land documents and records, outsourcing of private 
surveying, survey and delineation of access (right 
of ways), public infrastructure projects, certification 
and approval of maps and survey documents on 
tracts, parcels and subdivisions

	 Oversees management and 
administration of 11 designated marine 
protected areas (MPAs), 2 mangrove 
forests reserve areas, 1 biosphere reserve 
area, shoreline habitats, state’s watershed 
areas

POHNPEI STATE, 
OFFICE OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS

	 Responsible for agriculture, marine development, 
and project planning and implementation.

	 has the primary authority for the adoption of fishing 
rules and regulations for the conservation and 
management of fish within Pohnpei waters

	 Formulates marine resource and coastal 
zone development objectives, policies, 
plans, projects and programs

	 Oversees a Fisheries Extension Officer 
program working closely with municipal 
governments and commercial fisheries 
companies

	 Develops entities to improve the 
economic opportunities available to 
semi-subsistence fishers and inshore 
farmers

POHNPEI STATE, FISH 
& WILDLIFE

	 Enforces all conservation-related laws on land and 
sea, up to 12 miles

	 Responsible for the enforcement of all state laws and 
regulations involving state lands and parks, historic 
sites, forest reserves, marine protected areas and 
wildlife areas, coastal zones, marine sanctuaries, 
state shoreline habitats, mooring areas, mangroves 
areas, and camping and hiking areas and parks

	 Also enforces laws relating to endangered species, 
bird nesting areas, bird hunting season, and reef 
fishing of mandated species

	 Conducts surveillance two nights/week 
at the 10 MPAs near Pohnpei proper.

	 Looks after mangroves and watersheds, 
as well as fish market monitoring (i.e., 
recently passed fish size restrictions)

	 Assists Community Conservation Officers 
in training and developing enforcement 
programs for PAs

POHNPEI STATE, 
ATTORNEy GENERAL

	 Chief law officer of Pohnpei State, whose primary 
obligation is to protect the interests of the state and 
its departments, offices, agencies, commissions, 
boards, and subdivisions

	 has the primary authority for the 
criminal and civil enforcement of fishing 
violations and shall adopt rules and 
regulations for such enforcement within 
Pohnpei state waters

table continued from page 28



Appendix E. 
Status of Budgetary Conditions Related  
to Rights-based Management

Compact of Free Association Budget Overview

The Compact of Free Association between the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) and 
the United States provide for U.S. economic assistance (including eligibility for certain U.S. 
federal programs), defense of the FSM, and other benefits in exchange for U.S. defense 
and certain other operating rights in the FSM, denial of access to FSM territory by other 
nations, and other agreements.

In 2013, FSM received approximately $80 million from the United States as part of this 
agreement. The national government receives 10% each year and chooses to allocate this 
money to specific priority sectors. In 2013 it focused on health and education. Each state 
receives an allocation based on an internal calculation, largely driven by population size. In 
2013, Pohnpei received 25.39% of the total, equal to approximately $20 million. The Compact 
agreement requires that 30% of this money be allocated to infrastructure projects and 2% to 
“enhanced reporting and accountability” projects. Pohnpei then relies on five priority sectors 
to drive the remainder of the allocation decision. Health and education are the current main 
priorities, with public sector capacity building, private sector development, and environment 
as secondary priorities. Within the environment allocation, all of the money currently 
channels to the Environment Protection Agency. 

Environment project examples for 2011 included:

	 Pollution Control Project – $90,227

	 Safe Drinking Water and Monitoring Project – $41,467

	 Community Health and Climate Change Project – $71,751

	 Solid Waste Management – $120,000

	 Food Inspection Project – $34,165

	 Public Awareness Project – $58,645

The state legislature and the Department of the Interior have final say on the states’ 
disbursement of this money. 



Feder ated S tateS oF MicroneSia–PohnPei    31

Official Development Assistance 

According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, the total 
gross disbursement of funding provided to FSM in 2011 via official development assistance 
(ODA) amounted to $135.4 million.45 

Examples of gross disbursement of ODA, 2011

CO U N T Ry O R O R G AN I Z AT I O N
2011 G R OSS D I S BU R S E M E N T  

(MILLI On D O LL AR S)

UNITED STATES 98.4

jAPAN 28.4

AUSTRALIA 2.0

ASIAN DEvELOPMENT BANK 4.2

EUROPEAN UNION INSTITUTIONS 1.7

* Mainly through the Compact of Free Association.

Source: OECD. Undated.

The bulk of ODA originates from the United States through the Compact of Free 
Association. The rest of the bilateral agreement packages generally target environmentally 
sustainable projects, although only a small amount of funding channels directly to 
conservation (terrestrial or marine) efforts. 

Still, there are some specific examples of conservation and biodiversity projects funded 
by ODA. The following are examples of U.S. federal grants that are separate from Compact 
funds:

	 Pohnpei Cooperative Forest Health Protection / Invasive Plants (2009–2011) – $30,000

	 Pohnpei Forest Stewardship and Conservation Education (2009–2011) – $23,500

	 FSM National Forest Stewardship Program (2009–2011) – $100,000

Other ODA projects include European Union–funded North Pacific Renewable Energy 
and Energy Efficiency Project (2010–2013) at $10.7 million and the Japan International 
Cooperation Agency’s Solar Power Grid (2009–2012) at $6.2 million.

45.  OECD International Development Statistics, OECD iLibrary. 
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