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This paper assesses enabling conditions for 

community-driven, rights-based management approaches 

to coastal marine resources management in Fiji. It is part of 

a series of country reports for six countries in the Western 
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Executive Summary

With 1,130 kilometers of coastline and an exclusive economic zone covering 
1.2 million square kilometers, the Fijian culture and economy are highly 
centered around and dependent on the ocean and its resources. Fiji’s reefs are 

in better shape relative to most other Pacific 
island countries (PICs). However, clear signs 
of deteriorating habitat and stock health 
are evident. Fiji’s high levels of development 
(including infrastructure development and 
educational standards) relative to other 
PICs, and its comparatively intact traditional 
systems of resource management, make it an 
ideal place for marine conservation work. 

Fiji’s locally managed marine area 
(FLMMA) network, overlaid on top of 
customary fishery management areas 
(qoliqoli), has seen an impressive increase in 
the number of sites and area covered over the 
past decade. This is a testament to the work 
of the local and international conservation 
community. Looking forward, there is a need 
to secure the longevity and effectiveness of 
FLMMA and other fisheries and coastal 
marine resource management measures. 
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 Fiji. 

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 Fiji. 

Legal Conditions: Despite considerable 
political upheaval, government institutions 
in Fiji remain relatively stable in structure 
and function. However, laws pertaining 
to nearshore fisheries and coastal marine 
resources are piecemeal and fragmented, and 
in many cases woefully outdated. Several 
legal hurdles persist, including the absence 
of a legal framework to establish a no-take 

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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marine protected area (MPA) or a gazetted community-managed MPA, the legal allowance 
for subsistence fishing and the associated inability to establish areas where all forms of 
fishing are restricted, ineffective penalties in existing regulations, and the lack of fishing 
effort restrictions. 

Implementation and Institutional Considerations: Implementation responsibilities 
for fisheries and coastal marine resource management are split between national 
ministries, provincial governments, and indigenous Fijian (i-Taukei) institutions. Effective 
implementation is hampered by this split jurisdiction and compounded by enforcement 
failures, primarily due to a lack of resources, inadequate understanding of regulation, and 
limited prosecutorial intent. Conservation Officers at the provincial level, organized by the 
i-Taukei Affairs Board, show promise in terms of voicing community interests regarding 
nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resource management at various levels of government. 

Budgetary Conditions: Marine resource health is important for the economy of Fiji, 
which relies heavily upon tourism, fisheries, and other natural resource extraction. 
Sustainable management of resource stocks is therefore of utmost importance to assure 
economic growth as well as livelihoods and food security. However, current government 
budget allocations to fisheries and coastal marine resource management are minimal. In 
addition, existing fiscal policies and practices in place provide an overall disincentive to 
sustainable fisheries and coastal marine resource management. Primary funding for fisheries 
and coastal marine resource management originates from external sources, including 
foundations and development organizations.

Political and Economic Decision Making: Overall resource and capacity constraints and 
the prospect of uncertain economic growth place the ability for Fiji to adequately protect 
and sustainably manage nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resources on uncertain 
ground. The political economy in Fiji ultimately favors the development of infrastructure 
for fisheries that aims to stimulate economic output. Clear arguments linking sustainable 
nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resource management to food security and rural 
livelihoods have yet to be made.

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       

Located in the southeastern corner of Melanesia, 
Fiji is a subtropical, isolated state consisting of 
over 332 islands, 106 of which are inhabited (see 

Figure 1).  With a coastline of 1,130 kilometers and an 
exclusive economic zone covering 1.2 million square 
kilometers, the Fijian culture and economy are highly 
centered around and dependent on the ocean and 
its resources. In fact, the fisheries sector accounts for 
1.8–2.9% of total GDP and employs 3.8% of the state’s 
workforce.2 It represents the third largest natural resource 
sector, after sugar and “other crops,” and in monetary 
terms fisheries products accounted for 6.1–12.2% of all 
exports between 1999 and 2007.3

Fiji’s reefs are in better shape relative to other 
Pacific island countries (PICs). However, clear signs of 
deteriorating habitat and stock health are evident. (See 
Table 1.) Coral reefs have been in recovery for the last decade, but observers have noted 
clear signs of a deteriorating habitat as well as decreasing stock health, suggesting that Fiji’s 
praised ecological integrity may be increasingly compromised. 

Table 1. Fiji 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 
POPuLATIONS

Comparably high biodiversity and biomass; signs of deteriorating stock health. As for the effects 
of overfishing, the majority of fish caught today are below the age of first maturity, indicating 
unsustainable levels of fishing effort. 

CORALS Coral reefs have been in recovery since the 2000 and 2002 bleaching events. Coral cover is high 
compared with global levels. Even in places where coral cover is very low (e.g., Coral Coast), the 
coral cover is in recovery.

MANGROvES Although coverage estimates over time are not standardized and confidence about exact trends 
is low, anecdotal data suggest that mangrove cover has steadily decreased over the past four 
decades. 

1.  Australian Department of Foreign Affairs 2013 (www.smartraveller.gov.au. Accessed March 2013).

2.  Gillet 2009; Fiji Department of Fisheries 2004.

3.  Gillet 2009. 

Figure 1 - Map of Fiji1
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A number of factors have made it difficult to sustain ecological integrity:

	 Increasing commercialization of fisheries and government-supported infrastructure. The 
fisheries sector is regarded as a source of economic growth. As such, the Department 
of Fisheries is focused on the creation and management of “fisheries centers” (e.g., ice 
plants and docking stations), considerably increasing fishing pressure in rural areas.4 
Demand for and prices of key seafood products (e.g., sea cucumber, also known as bêche 
de mer) have also risen tremendously, causing resources to be overfished and spurring the 
development of an “impressive infrastructure of middle men”5 that has created access and 
fishing pressure in many remote areas that would have otherwise remained untouched. 

	 A shift to a cash economy that has led to more-frequent opening of tabu areas, the 
traditional mechanisms that designate temporal no-take areas.6 Poaching in these tabu 
areas also threatens healthy fish stocks. 

	 Land degradation due to agriculture and logging, as well as runoff and sedimentation 
from industry and tourism. These shifts have driven rising nutrient levels, leading to 
increased algal abundance and a cutback of coral cover.

These pressures have serious implications within the broader context of food 
security and rural livelihoods in Fiji. At the national level, fish is an important 
contribution to food security, representing 33% of animal protein.7 Within the rural 
population, which lacks access and purchasing power for substitutes, fish represents an 
indispensable source of protein (consumption is around 25 kilograms per person per year). 
This is even more pronounced for coastal communities, which consume up to 100 kilograms 
per person per year, almost all of which comes from reef fisheries.8 If they are not halted, 
current trends of reef degradation will undermine the basis of food security for some of 
the most vulnerable parts of the Fijian population. That being said, estimates made in 2010 
indicate that Fiji is currently able to meet its demand for fish, and that it is not until 2035 
that a discrepancy between demand and availability arises.9 Furthermore, this gap only 
occurs if the effects of population growth and climate change are factored together. 

Fiji’s high levels of development (including infrastructure development and 
educational standards) relative to other PICs, and its comparatively intact 
traditional systems of resource management, make it an ideal place for marine 
conservation work. Fiji has a long history of strong community-based tenure systems 
and associated traditional environmental stewardship. Included within these systems are 
traditional mechanisms to designate tabu areas within marine managed areas, a component 
commonly accepted as a precondition to maintaining and restoring fish stocks. Although on 
a national level there has been a history of ethnic tension between the two main population 

4.  Gillett 2010.

5.  Interviewee.

6.  Traditionally, when money is needed for the church or school, or festivities are held, these areas are reopened 
and fished to exhaustion. Tabu openings for community fundraisers are becoming more common and damaging, with 
increasing access to middlemen from seafood export companies. Jupiter et al. 2012.

7.  FAO, undated-b. 

8.  Bell et al. 2011; Bell et al. 2009.

9.  Bell et al. 2011. 
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groups (indigenous Fijians (i-Taukei) and Indo-Fijians), on a village level Fiji has retained 
cohesive traditional structures, and i-Taukei have remained the overall landowners and usage 
rights holders, assisted by legal structures that recognize and support some indigenous 
rights. The recognition by communities that increasing pressures on their resource base was 
threatening livelihoods and food security led to the formalization of locally managed marine 
areas (LMMAs) within a national network.10

A decade of investment by a number of international nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs) has resulted in the emergence of the most comprehensive 
and best working network of LMMAs 
in the Pacific. The increase in LMMA 
coverage over the past 10 years has been 
impressive, from only a few pilot sites in the 
early 2000s to over 140 active sites in 2012 
(and growing). The Fiji LMMA (FLMMA) 
network currently includes 143 of the 385 
qoliqolis,11 within which there are at least 
415 tabu areas. The resource managers of 
these qoliqolis are committed to a common 
objective: to provide and sustain “everlasting 
fish for our future generations.” Stakeholders 
include the government, NGOs, universities, 
the private sector, and local communities. 
While preliminary results seem to indicate 
successful socioeconomic development 
within communities that have LMMAs in 
place, the biodiversity benefits of LMMAs 
are undocumented, and there is a general 
understanding that legal, institutional, and 
budgetary constraints hamper effective 
implementation and scaling. 

10.  LMMAs in Fiji are “an area of nearshore waters and 
its associated coastal and marine resources that is largely or 
wholly managed at a local level by the coastal communities, 
land-owning groups, partner organizations, and/or 
collaborative government representatives who reside or are 
based in the immediate area.” Govan 2009a.

11.  Qoliqoli refers to the customary fisheries management 
areas legally demarcated by the i-Taukei Land and Fisheries 
Commission. The i-Taukei (indigenous Fijians) do not have 
ownership over these areas; ownership rests with the state. 
The 1942 Fisheries Act, however, provides recognition of 
traditional fishing rights to i-Taukei registered as having 
claim to access individual qoliqoli to which their clan 
(mataqali) is attached.

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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Nevertheless, the LMMA approach is the primary building block for the expansion of 
rights-based management (RBM) of fisheries and coastal marine resources in Fiji. 

This paper provides a brief synthesis of the state of four enabling conditions that 
need to be in place for 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 

Despite considerable 

political upheaval, 

government institutions 

in Fiji remain relatively 

stable in structure and 

function. However, laws 

pertaining to nearshore 

fisheries and coastal 

marine resources are 

piecemeal and fragmented, 

and in many cases 

woefully outdated. Several 

legal hurdles persist, 

including the absence 

of a legal framework to 

establish a no-take marine 

protected area (MPA) or 

a gazetted community-

managed MPA, the legal 

allowance for subsistence 

fishing and the associated 

inability to establish 

areas where all forms 

of fishing are restricted, 

ineffective penalties in 

existing regulations, and 

the lack of fishing effort 

restrictions. 2

Fiji’s form of government is often described 
as a constitutional democracy, though it 
has endured four coup d’états since 1987. 

The most recent, in 2006, was followed by the 
abrogation—abolishment by authoritative 
action—of the 1997 Constitution in April 
2009. Despite the political upheaval and all the 
far-reaching implications that those changes 
have had, the basic government institutions in 
Fiji have remained largely unchanged in their 
functions and purpose. Government ministries 
and departments, as well as the court system 
and local government structures, all persist 
intact.

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 Fiji’s legal structure.

The lack of a Constitution muddies recognition of traditional land (and marine) 
ownership (or tenure). As the supreme law of Fiji, the 1997 Constitution expressly 
recognized i-Taukei ownership of “Fijian land according to Fijian custom,” effectively vesting 
most (87%) of Fiji’s land and resources (and therefore the user rights) in i-Taukei. The 1997 
Constitution further recognized indigenous rights to “governance through their separate 
administrative systems.” The abrogation of the Constitution has potentially far-reaching and 
uncertain implications for RBM. However, Fiji is currently in the process of adopting a new 
Constitution, and while nothing is certain it seems unlikely that this will significantly alter 
traditional landowning structures, including i-Taukei rights to land or resources.

The 1942 Fisheries Act requires revision to support effective nearshore fisheries 
and coastal marine resource management. The current Fisheries Act makes “provision 
for the regulation of fishing,” largely through a permit and licensing scheme, prohibition of 
destructive practices, and recognition of customary use rights. It is not a law that provides 
for comprehensive protection or conservation of fisheries or coastal marine areas. It has 
several limitations: 

	 Permits and licenses do not impose meaningful effort restrictions. The Fisheries Act 
provides guidelines for the issuance of permits and licenses. In theory, this system 
could help impose catch limits or other restrictions to ensure sustainability of fisheries. 
In practice, however, the number of permits and licenses issued are not based on 

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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resource recovery rates, and enforcement of the limited restrictions is minimal and lacks 
prosecutorial intent. Further, subsistence fishing and non-commercial fishing gear types 
(e.g., hook and line, spear) are not subject to permit requirements, thereby undermining 
meaningful management of qoliqolis.

	 Penalties for non-compliance are ineffective. The rules and regulations regarding 
appropriate fishing methods and size limits are well intentioned but essentially 
meaningless given the low fine levels and lack of enforcement.

	 The presence of “goodwill payments” in addition to permit fees creates a perverse 
incentive for chiefs to issue more licenses than is sustainable. Revenue from the legally 
mandated permit system of fees covers the government’s administrative costs but little 
else. Permit fees are overlaid by a non-legally-mandated traditional “goodwill payment” 
of varying amounts that is paid to the village chief by the individual seeking a license. 
The license holder may also continue to owe certain obligations to provide fish when 
requested. “Goodwill payments” collected along with legally mandated fees could, 
theoretically, be channeled into management of qoliqolis (e.g., for enforcement and 
monitoring), but this is the exception rather than the norm. The permit and licensing 
system—both the legally mandated permit system and the extralegal goodwill system—
recognize and protect i-Taukei’ customary right to fish for subsistence purposes within 
their respective registered qoliqoli areas.

	 The recognition of usage “rights” rather than ownership may hinder community ability 
to manage resources. Marine areas comprise the traditional fishing grounds of coastal 
i-Taukei. Ownership of this area is contentious: whereas under the traditional system 
landownership would have rested with the adjacent communities, only the “rights” to use 
these traditional fishing grounds rest with the traditional qoliqoli owners, according to 
the Fisheries Act. Language within the Act undermines the ability of communities to 
demarcate qoliqolis for management purposes or to limit fishing pressure. For example, 
the legal allowance for subsistence fishing impedes the ability of communities to enforce 
customary usage systems that demarcate areas as strictly no-take.12

The 1942 Fisheries Act is currently in the process of being separated into, and replaced 
by, three Decrees: an Offshore Fisheries Decree, an Inshore Fisheries Decree, and an 
Aquaculture Decree. The Offshore Fisheries Decree has been gazetted, and it in effect 
replaces provisions in the Fisheries Act concerning offshore fisheries, but the Inshore 
Fisheries Decree has not yet been promulgated. The status of the Aquaculture Decree 
is unknown.

According to interviewees, the new Inshore Fisheries Decree is expected to address 
almost all the current issues and deficiencies. Among other things, it will empower RBM 
and increase illegal fishing fines to serve as a more effective deterrent. In addition, there 
is currently a provision within the third draft of the Inshore Fisheries Decree that would 
grant authority to customary fishing rights holders to develop and implement local fisheries 
management plans. Despite strong support from the conservation NGO community 
for adoption of the Inshore Fisheries Decree, at the time of fieldwork for this report, 
interviewees were uncertain about its current status. All agreed that it was postponed until 

12.  Govan et al. 2012.



Fij i    7

at least 2014 and, according to one interviewee, the “Decree has been shelved, indefinitely.” It 
is believed that the provision on granting authority to customary rights holders is the reason 
the Decree is being held up. 

Protected areas (PAs) exist, but they have no legal recognition. At present, Fiji 
has neither protected area (PA) legislation nor a formal legal framework to establish 
MPAs. While the Fisheries Act grants authority to the Minister of Fisheries and Forests 
to designate areas where the taking of fish is restricted or prohibited, as noted earlier, 
it is currently not possible to establish areas where all forms of fishing are completely 
prohibited.13 In addition, the very few applications for designation have been long drawn-
out processes that do not lend themselves to RBM. Despite this, FLMMA (assisted by 
several partners) has been successful in creating a network of LMMAs that are established 
and protected at the community level without formal legal designation. The question 
remains whether LMMAs will ever reach legal recognition as multiuse protected areas. 

In 2011, the Fiji Cabinet approved the development of a national policy and legal 
framework for protected areas, which would, in theory, provide an avenue for existing or 
potential LMMAs to secure legal recognition. The Protected Area Committee, established 
under the National Environment Council, is responsible for overseeing development of 
the protected areas policy. Given that existing legislation could undermine future legally 
declared PAs, it will be important for all groups involved to engage with the relevant entities 
that serve as custodians to existing acts that may conflict with the new PA legislation. 

13.  The only other potential means to provide legal protection to LMMAs would be via provincial government bylaws, 
which would likely involve a protracted process to achieve.



3. Status of Implementation and 
Institutional Considerations

Implementation 

responsibilities for 

fisheries and coastal 

marine resource 

management are split 

between national 

ministries, provincial 

governments, and 

indigenous Fijian 

(i-Taukei) institutions. 

Effective implementation 

is hampered by this 

split jurisdiction 

and compounded by 

enforcement failures, 

primarily due to a lack 

of resources, inadequate 

understanding of 

regulation, and limited 

prosecutorial intent. 

Conservation Officers 

at the provincial level, 

organized by the 

i-Taukei Affairs Board, 

show promise in terms 

of voicing community 

interests regarding 

nearshore fisheries and 

coastal marine resource 

management at various 

levels of government. 2

In addition to understanding the legal 
enabling conditions, it is 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. 

While Fiji’s system of government is 
“vertical” and applies to all Fiji citizens 
regardless of ethnicity, the landowning 
structure for customary land vests 
ownership and control of all customary 
land (87% of the land in Fiji) with the 
i-Taukei. Fiji is divided administratively 
into four divisions (each headed by a 
Commissioner), which are then divided 
further into 14 provinces. Each Province has 
a Provincial Council that may make bylaws 
and impose rates (local taxes), subject to the 
approval of the i-Taukei Affairs Board. Within provinces, districts and villages have their 
own chiefs and councils.

 While some natural resource legislation (like the Mining Act) vests ownership of 
natural resources in the state, the landownership structure remains essentially unaltered and 
is administered by the i-Taukei Land Trust Board (TLTB), the body that must consent to 
the lease of any i-Taukei land.14 The TLTB was established in 1940 as part of the i-Taukei 
Lands Act to secure, protect, and manage landownership rights assigned to i-Taukei 
landowners and to facilitate commercial transactions that revolve around its use. This has 
resulted in a separate administrative system that applies only to i-Taukei and that affects 
and governs aspects of i-Taukei rural life. 

The several layers of government coupled with the additional complexity of the landowning 
structure can create confusion regarding roles and responsibilities. In fact, of the more 
than 26 separate pieces of legislation related to the environment, there are 15 different 
government authorities tasked with components of either protection of the environment or 
regulation of resource use.15 

14.  However, the Land Use Decree 2010 provides an alternative to landowners to administer i-Taukei lands. This 
challenges the functions of the TLTB as the sole administrator of i-Taukei lands.

15.  Lees and Siwatibau 2007.

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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Provincial-level efforts are often constrained, but Provincial Councils have the 
potential to influence LMMA and RBM initiatives by providing continued advice 
and guidance at the community level. While fisheries management conflicts are under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Fisheries, this department, like most government 
agencies in Fiji, is underrepresented at the provincial level; the Department of Fisheries 
does operate at the provincial level, although it is believed that their efforts are constrained 
by limited resources. A frequent issue that emerged from interviews is that the Provincial 
Councils are often frustrated with investors who deliberately target communities and 
villages directly rather than engaging with the proper protocols and procedures within the 
Fijian system of government (of which the Provincial Councils are a part). These Councils, 
and the larger provincial offices, may be called upon to provide advice and assistance to 
communities on a range of issues, from potential commercial developments to enforcement 
of qoliqolis. The need for provincial-level support is increasingly important as enforcement 
issues continue.  

Enforcement challenges are systemic. The Department of Fisheries lacks the 
institutional capacity, financial resources, political power, and (to some extent) political will 
to enforce the existing Fisheries Act. And at each level—fish wardens at the community 
level, police officers at the local level, and prosecutors at the judicial level—rampant 
infrastructure and/or human capacity issues exist: 

	 Fish wardens are not given a salary and lack sufficient resources (e.g., boats, fuel, 
binoculars, and cameras to document infractions) to apprehend illegal fishers and prove a 
breach of the Fisheries Act to the criminal standard before the Magistrates Court.

	 Police and prosecutors are unfamiliar or unaware of the Fisheries Act or supporting 
regulations and rarely charge offenders. According to interviewees, not a single case 
related to illegal fishing has been brought to trial. Most people are unfamiliar with the 
Fisheries Act and/or the concept of an environmental “crime.” 

	 Penalties pose a minimal deterrent, compounding these enforcement failures. In 
combination with the loopholes for subsistence fishing (e.g., subsistence fishers and those 
using specific gear types may not be barred from qoliqolis), the minimal penalty levels and 
lack of enforcement lead to de facto open access regimes in most qoliqoli areas.

The lack of government capacity has led NGOs to fill important gaps, performing a 
vital coordination role among government agencies. The importance of Fiji’s natural 
environment to its citizens who rely on its resources, combined with a lack of capacity at 
government level as well as the ability to use traditional hierarchical structures, has led to a 
proliferation of NGOs working successfully in the environmental field as de facto providers 
of public services. These NGOs have helped to launch many nearshore fisheries and coastal 
marine resource projects that have made use of traditional structures and understanding 
of natural resource value. An example of this is the creation and scaling up of LMMAs 
throughout Fiji.

However, the creation of LMMAs may be insufficient to ensure nearshore fisheries 
and coastal marine resource recovery or sustainability. Though the presence of 
traditional systems has allowed the proliferation of marine reserve systems such as LMMAs, 
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and it has certainly led to increased recognition of the benefits of community-based fisheries 
management, existing laws and regulations unfortunately come up short in strengthening or 
complementing these traditional systems in the face of modernizing island economies. Two 
of the important examples related to the implementation of these laws and regulations are:

	 The permit and licensing systems are insufficient. Permit and license fees are minimal; 
size and method restrictions are basic and not science-based; maximum sustainable yield 
is not taken into account in the allocation of permits and licenses.

	 There is considerable economic incentive to fish. According to one interviewee who 
operates a small-scale commercial fisheries operation, “Within 2 weeks, people fishing 
with nets have covered all costs of fishing including goodwill, license fee, operating and 
fuel costs for the entire year.”

The i-Taukei Affairs Board Conservation Officer program may address the 
provincial capacity gap and further strengthen nearshore fisheries and 
coastal marine resource management efforts. Building on their strong community 
relationships, the i-Taukei Affairs Board is currently developing a robust conservation 
program focused on:

	 Education and Awareness: development of a “Conservation Handbook” for each 
province; conservation trainings on climate change and FLMMA management

	 Collecting Data and Developing Policy: data collection (and database management) and 
development or revision to policy as necessary

	 Strengthening Partnerships: development and maintenance of strong partnerships with 
NGOs, other line ministries, universities, and funding institutions

	 Building Capacity: a provincial Conservation Officer (CO) program, increasing central 
capacity; identifying additional potential funding sources for the i-Taukei Affairs Board 
conservation programs; building and strengthening Yaubula Management Support 
Teams; and providing ongoing education and trainings

The CO program aims to place one CO in each province, with the expectation that 
this person will help validate the role of fish wardens and eliminate confusion around the 
legal mandates of the Fisheries Act, as well as assist the communities in establishing village 
bylaws. The expectations for these COs are quite high, but it remains to be seen how 
effective they will be in reality. One is currently in place (Cakaudrove) and two are in process 
(Kadavu and Ra). Each are externally funded but managed by i-Taukei Affairs Board. 
Within the next three years the i-Taukei Affairs Board plans to roll out these positions 
while also working to institutionalize the role (i.e., ensure that sufficient and sustainable 
financial resources exist internally). Interviewees noted that to make it a functioning and 
institutionalized program, the positions will have to be well resourced enough to hire people 
who are skilled and respected enough to make a difference. It will also be important for the 
COs to work in partnership with their Department of Fisheries counterparts to ensure that 
efforts are not duplicated and that jurisdictional roles are respected.



4. Status of Budgetary Conditions

Marine resource health is 

important for the economy 

of Fiji, which relies heavily 

upon tourism, fisheries, 

and other natural 

resource extraction. 

Sustainable management 

of resource stocks is 

therefore of utmost 

importance to ensure 

economic growth as well 

as livelihoods and food 

security. However, current 

government budget 

allocations to fisheries 

and coastal marine 

resource management 

are minimal. In addition, 

existing fiscal policies and 

practices in place provide 

an overall disincentive to 

sustainable fisheries and 

coastal marine resource 

management. Primary 

funding for fisheries and 

coastal marine resource 

management originates 

from external sources, 

including foundations 

and development 

organizations. 2

Tourism in Fiji is focused primarily in 
coastal areas. This sector relies on clean 
water and overall environmental health 

and represents 25–30% of GDP (the highest 
earning sector). The fishing industry also 
makes a significant contribution to Fiji’s GDP 
and provides benefits for subsistence fishers. 
Artisanal, subsistence, and offshore commercial 
fishing activities accounted for almost 2% of 
Fiji’s GDP in 2007.16 Future economic growth 
will continue to rely on tourism, fisheries, 
and natural resource extraction. According to 
the 2012 National Budget Address by Prime 
Minister Commodore Voreqe Bainimarama, 
“As a resource-based economy, our greatest 
comparative advantage lies in the development 
of our resource-based sectors. As such, the 
agriculture, fisheries and forestry sectors will 
continue to play an integral role in Fiji’s overall 
development.” Sustainable management of 
these resource stocks is therefore of utmost importance to assure economic growth as well 
as livelihoods and food security. 

The need to actively manage coastal fishery resources is not adequately reflected 
in the budget allocation to the Department of Fisheries. The Permanent Secretary for 
Primary Industry requested FJD 19.9 million for 2013 and was allocated FJD 15.5 million by 
the Ministry of Finance.17

It is expected that of this 15.5 million, FJD 9.1 million ($5.2 million) will go to Fisheries 
and FJD 6.4 million ($3.6 million) will go to Forestry. Governmental funding for fisheries 
and coastal marine resource management is lacking, and it targets offshore fisheries and 
aquaculture more than nearshore coastal fisheries management. At the nearshore level, 
the focus is on development of infrastructure for coastal fisheries that aims to stimulate 
the economic output of coastal marine resources. According to the 2013 budget, two of the 
fisheries projects that will receive funding include construction of a multi-species hatchery 
in Ra Province (FJD 0.6 million) and the Biodiversity Enhancement—Ridge-to-Reef 
program (FJD 0.2 million). Very little money currently goes to conservation: conservation 
and nearshore management efforts focus almost entirely on expensive (FJD 500,000 per 
year) marine resource inventories that conduct biological and socioeconomic surveys at 

16.  Gillet 2009

17.  Gonedua 2012; Price Waterhouse Coopers 2012.

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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approximately 20 qoliqoli areas each year. The results of these surveys are lengthy reports that 
take time to reach communities, are not widely shared or peer-reviewed, and do not appear 
to inform community or national management practices. The low budget for nearshore 
fisheries management is likely partially due to the current limited absorptive capacity of the 
Department of Fisheries. 

The money channeling from government sources in support of nearshore fisheries 
and coastal marine resource management efforts (including LMMAs) is currently 
negligible. Funding for LMMAs has thus far come almost entirely from nongovernmental 
sources. With no legal recognition for LMMAs and/or increased government support 
and prioritization of these areas, it is unclear whether government funding will ever be 
channeled to these efforts. It was noted in a recent FLMMA Executive Committee meeting 
that government partners would not even be able to pay the annual FJD 50 membership 
fees. However, this may not serve to constrain future development of LMMAs as RBM 
approaches in Fiji. The FLMMA network’s Sustainable Financing Working Group is 
currently in the process of reviewing options for setting up a conservation trust fund (CTF). 
Designing, capitalizing, and managing a CTF requires expertise from a range of areas, 
and it is likely not a silver bullet to ensuring sustainable financing of current and potential 
LMMAs, but efforts to review the potential for one are beneficial. 

Existing fiscal policies and governmental focus support resource extraction rather 
than sustainable resource management. In order to develop the agriculture and 
fisheries sectors, and to attract additional domestic and foreign investment, the government 
of Fiji has enacted a number of policies that encourage development of fisheries resources. 
These include:

	 Several tax incentives, available for offshore and nearshore fisheries. These include a 
tax exemption for the purchase of specialized equipment for fisheries businesses and an 
income tax exemption for small businesses with a maximum turnover of FJD 300,000.

	 Fiscal policies in place that encourage domestic production and sale of fish products. For 
example, the fiscal duty for imported canned fish increased from 15% to 32% in 2012.

	 Support of fisheries infrastructure, including ice plants, in an effort to boost small-scale 
fisheries revenue potential and promote fisheries as a source for economic development. 
For example, in September 2012 a new ice plant was opened in Namarai. The village 
head, Sakiusa Yavala, told the Fiji Times: “The opening of the ice plant has brought relief 
to fishermen in our village and also for the surrounding villages. For many decades, we 
have been struggling with no hope of making it big in the fishing industry but with the 
opening of the new ice plant, surely many doors of opportunities will be opened for our 
people.”18 While the ice plant will save the surrounding village fishers the time and money 
previously spent to secure ice, it will most likely also provide market access that will 
increase fishing pressure on the area. 

18.  Malo 2012.
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External funding for environmental issues is significant, but conservation-related 
funding is potentially unsustainable. A review of the conservation sector in Fiji found 
that the conservation NGO community in 2007 employed 103 people and oversaw a budget 
of just under FJD 12 million.19 This budget is 33% higher than the entire Department of 
Fisheries 2013 budget of FJD 9.1 million ($5.2 million). Multilateral, bilateral, and private 
foundation funding is also significant, in the form of environmental projects or official 
development aid. But external funding targets and objectives can change; as climate change 
continues to attract additional funding, it is possible that conservation-related funding 
will decline. 

19.  Austral Foundation 2007. 



5. Status of Political and Economic 
Decision Making

Overall resource and 

capacity constraints and 

the prospect of uncertain 

economic growth place 

the ability for Fiji to 

adequately protect and 

sustainably manage 

nearshore fisheries and 

coastal marine resources 

on uncertain ground. 

The political economy 

in Fiji ultimately favors 

the development of 

infrastructure for 

fisheries that aims to 

stimulate economic 

output. Clear arguments 

linking sustainable 

nearshore fisheries and 

coastal marine resource 

management to food 

security and rural 

livelihoods have yet to  

be made. 2

The dynamics of the political 
economy relevant to fisheries and 
coastal management in Fiji must be 

considered at the regional and national levels.

At the regional level, nearshore fisheries 
and coastal marine resource management 
receive some support and political 
will. Fiji is one of 22 PICs and overseas 
territories that, through the Secretariat of the 
Pacific Community (SPC), have developed 
intergovernmental policy approaches to many 
economic sectors, including fisheries, with 
the main goal of economically developing 
the sector. The SPC has, over past decades, 
focused primarily on the offshore component 
of fisheries management. This reflects the high-revenue nature of the tuna fishery and 
the associated prospects for domestic value-added industries and access fees by distant-
water fishing nations. More recently, through the SPC’s Coastal Fisheries Program (CFP), 
attention has been directed toward nearshore fisheries. But since the 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 (e.g., ice plants 
and docking stations). These efforts primarily lead to increased fishing pressure rather 
than meaningful guidance on sustainable marine resource use. However, it should be noted 
that SPC has conducted extensive training of Fisheries Officers on stock surveys and has 
designed database systems for easy data entry and management. 

In addition to involvement with the SPC, Fiji is also involved in the Melanesia Spearhead 
Group (MSG). The MSG is an intergovernmental organization composed of the four 
Melanesian states of Fiji, Papua New Guinea, the Solomon Islands, and Vanuatu as well 
as New Caledonia. At the Special MSG Summit in March 2012, the group expressed a 
strong interest in the health of inshore fisheries and agreed to develop a roadmap for their 
protection. This action certainly represents a strong political statement. The group also 
recognized the challenges it faces, however, and the political pressure against sustainable 
management, including intense lobbying to lift moratoria despite biological evidence to the 
contrary, the reallocation of funds from management to constituency fisheries development 
projects, local exemption of bans for fishing practices known to be unsustainable, and 
intense pressure to build more fishery centers regardless of the capacity of local fisheries 
stocks to handle the expected increased market pressure.20 

20.  Govan 2013.

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?
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The national government’s focus has been shaped by constant political change 
and significant economic difficulty. Fijian politics have been in constant change for 
several decades, mostly involving forceful government coups. Abrogation of the Constitution 
in 2009 and creation of Public Emergency Regulations restricted human rights and called 
into question the country’s democratic status.21 While the interim government is making 
strides toward democracy, the political uncertainty has constrained economic development.22 
The Fiji interim government remains largely focused on addressing basic social needs such 
as health care and education, while devoting the remainder of resources to the pursuit of 
economic development opportunities. The Strategic Development Plan 2007–2011 guided 
economic development efforts over this time period, and references to marine resources 
focus almost entirely on the offshore tuna fishery and how to increase economic output. 
Sustainable management of nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resources is not currently 
seen as a potential tool for addressing basic social needs or as a means for economic 
development. To date, conservation groups and other NGOs have not focused on linking 
sustainable nearshore fisheries and coastal marine resource management with government 
priority issues such as food security. 

As conservation NGOs have increased the money and projects directed to nearshore 
fisheries and coastal marine resource management, the Department of Fisheries has 
allocated its relatively small budget to revenue-generating fisheries centers, which are a 
priority for economic development. There are, however, some positive indications from 
the government in relation to overall political support for sustainable nearshore fishery 
and coastal marine resource management. For example, qoliqoli areas were recently given 
paramount importance in relation to a proposed development that would have resulted in 
the destruction of 30 hectares of mangrove near Suva. A number of affected residents of the 
proposed development, assisted by various entities and individuals, drew considerable public 
attention to the proposal, pointing out significant procedural issues and potential breaches 
of the Environment Management Act 2005. 

21.  Australian Aid 2012.

22.  Since the coup, Fiji has dropped 43 places on the World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business Rankings and has fallen five 
places on the United Nations Development Programme’s Human Development Index.



6. Conclusion

Fiji’s LMMA network has seen an impressive increase in number and area covered 
over the past decade. This is a testament to the work of the local and international 
conservation community. Progress has occurred primarily because the NGO 

community has taken on a strong role as de facto fisheries and coastal marine resource 
management service providers to local communities. By channeling large amounts of 
funding, expertise, and committed work to coastal marine management, they have become 
the main drivers of resource management in Fiji. However, this investment has not been 
followed by sovereign government commitment to long-term management. On the contrary, 
government initiatives have primarily focused on economically developing the fisheries 
sector, thereby increasing fishing pressure in remote rural areas. 

Looking forward, there is a need to secure the longevity and effectiveness of Fiji’s 
LMMA network and other nearshore fisheries efforts—the building blocks for a robust 
RBM system. This is hampered by several factors, from the absence of a sufficiently strong 
and enforceable legal basis to a lack of political will and strong institutional structures. 

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 Fiji. The key findings are provided in Table 2. 
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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 use rights and fisheries management but 
require strengthening

	 Legal basis for managed areas, or for rules imposed in managed 
areas, is needed because some existing laws reduce their 
effectiveness—for example, some natural resource legislation (like 
the Mining Act) vests ultimate ownership of natural resources in 
the state and provides discretionary power to senior government 
officials to make unchecked decisions regarding resource use

	 There is currently a legal allowance for subsistence fishing and 
therefore it is impossible to establish areas where all forms of 
fishing is prohibited 

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 problems are systemic and local governments lack 
the resources to effectively implement regulations

	 While there is some will to reduce illegal fishing, it is not present 
among enforcement authorities (e.g., fish wardens, police, and the 
judiciary), who often lack funding, tools, government support, and 
understanding of regulations

	 There is considerable economic incentive to fish; permits, license 
fees, and penalties are minimal

	 Provincial government capacity to support implementation of 
regulations is lacking

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) and potentially unstable; current government funding 
does not give priority to nearshore fisheries or coastal marine 
resource management

	 Government funding supports resource extraction (e.g., rural 
fisheries development) more than sustainable management 

	 Existing fiscal policies and practices in place provide an overall 
disincentive to sustainable fisheries and coastal marine resource 
management 

	 Both the national Department of Fisheries and its provincial 
counterparts have limited budgets at present, as well as limited 
absorptive capacity

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 both the regional and the national level, marine resource 
management takes a back seat to economic development 
opportunities and social needs such as health care and education

	 At a regional level, Fiji exhibits some support for sustainable 
nearshore fisheries and coastal marine management through 
involvement with the SPC and MSG, though more support is 
given to the offshore sector and development of infrastructure for 
nearshore fisheries, with the aim of stimulating economic output 

	 National policy is largely supportive of customary rights and 
resource management



Appendix A. Country Snapshot

Profile, 2012

POPuLATION 868,400

GDP $3.813 billion

GDP GROWTH 2%

INFLATION 8.5%

INCOME STATuS Lower-Middle Income

POvERTy RATE AT $2 A DAy 22.9%

Source: World Bank 2013.

Fisheries Statistics

L AN D I N G S
vO Lu M E a 

( TO NS)
G LO BAL  

R AN K b
S HAR E O F G LO BAL 

PR O D u C T I O N B

MARINE FISHERIES 
LANDINGS 

41,136 93 0.05%

PR O D u C T I O N vALu E
vALu E 

(MILLI O N D O LL AR S)a S HAR E O F G D P C

MARINE FISHERIES 
LANDINGS 

36.8 (31.5 million coastal,d  
5.3 million offshore)

1.9%

T R AD E (2011) e
vO Lu M E 

( TO NS)
vALu E 

(MILLI O N D O LL AR S)
S HAR E O F E x P O R T S/
I M P O R T S By vALu E

IMPORTS 24,519 38.5 2.5%

ExPORTS 39,084 82.2 12.2%

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 FISHERSa 9,144

SEAFOOD CONSuMPTIONf 40 grams per person per day

SHARE OF ANIMAL PROTEIN FROM 
MARINE FISHf

33%

a.  FAO 2009.

b.  Derived from FAO FISHSTAT. Calculations exclude higher order ISSCAAP groups and seaweeds for marine wild 
capture landings.

c.  Gillet 2009.

d.  Coastal fisheries’ value consists in large part of subsistence fishery that is not actually commercialized. Values 
correspond to potential economic value.

e.  FAO, undated-a.

f.  FAO, undated-b.
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MPAs

AR E A 
(MILLI O N 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

LOCALLy MANAGED 
MARINE AREAS

1.08 0.85%

TABu AREAS (NO-TAKE) 0.06 0.005%

Source: Govan 2009a.

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 6,704 3% 7

MANGROvES 370 N/A N/A

Source: Reefs from Burke et al. 2011; mangroves from Mangroves for Fiji, undated.

Percentage of Fish Individuals Caught before They Reach First Maturity 
(an Indicator for Overfishing)

I N D I v I D uAL S C Au G H T  
B E FO R E FI R S T M AT u R IT y 

(PERCEN T )

S HAR E O F COA S TAL 
C ATCH By vO Lu M E  

(PERCEN T )

EMPEROR 74 64

SuRGEONFISH 19 15

SNAPPER 88 6

TuNAS/MACKERELS 35 5

MuLLETS 15 4

SWEETLIPS 44 3

RABBITFISH 43 3

Source: University of the South Pacific Institute of Applied Science, undated.



Appendix B. 
Overview of Key Institutional Structures

Fiji’s form of government is often described as a constitutional democracy based on 
the Westminster system. However, given that from 1987 there have been four coup 
d’états accompanied by or resulting in a number of constitutional crises (including the 

most recent coup on 5 December 2006 followed by the abrogation of the 1997 Constitution 
in April 2009), a “constitutional democracy” is not the most accurate way to describe Fiji’s 
system of government. 

Post-2006, there have been a number of significant structural changes to Fiji’s system 
of government that have resulted in changes to institutions, including the suspension 
of the Great Council of Chiefs (formally established and given prominence by the 1997 
Constitution). 

There have also been changes to important political and legal terminology. Fiji’s colonial 
past has resulted in a multiethnic society predominantly constituted by indigenous Fijians 
(people who lived in Fiji prior to colonization and were also described by the colonial 
administration as “Native” Fijians) and Indo-Fijians (people who are largely descended 
from indentured laborers brought to Fiji by the colonial administration from India and 
who include later waves of migratory people from India). However, recent changes have 
recharacterized all Fiji citizens as “Fijians” and indigenous Fijians as “i-Taukei.” Roughly 
translated, i-Taukei means “of the land”; the terms indigenous Fijian and i-Taukei are 
interchangeable.

Despite the political upheaval and all the far-reaching implications that those changes 
have had, the basic government institutions in Fiji have remained largely unchanged in 
their functions and purpose. This provides some degree of stability to the government 
structures and bureaucracy in Fiji. It has resulted in the continuation of familiar institutions 
or authorities (including the government ministries and departments, the court system, and 
local government structures). 

The landowning system of customary land (which accounts for around 87% of Fiji 
land) vests all land in customary groups of i-Taukei known as a Mataqali, which roughly 
translated means “an extended family group.” This customary land cannot be “alienated” 
from the Mataqali or landowners. While some natural resource legislation (like the Mining 
Act) vests ownership of natural resources in the state, the landownership structure remains 
unaltered and the i-Taukei Land Trust Board (TLTB) (formerly the Native Land Trust 
Board) now administers all i-Taukei land. The TLTB must consent to the lease of any 
i-Taukei land. However, the Land Use Decree of 2010 provides an alternative to landowners 
to administer i-Taukei lands. This challenges the functions of the TLTB as the sole 
administrator of i-Taukei lands.

The i-Taukei also possess the fishing rights to their respective qoliqoli areas. The 
distinction between rights and ownership has been a long-standing issue, and it should be 
noted that the proposed introduction of a Qoliqoli Bill, which purported to grant customary 
marine ownership of qoliqoli areas to i-Taukei, was one of the motivators for the 2006 coup.

All locally managed marine areas (LMMAs) are built on the foundation of the 
customary tenure system and qoliqoli areas, which implies the exclusion of population 
groups other than the i-Taukei in the case of commercial fishing. (Note that Non i-Taukei 
are still permitted access for subsistence fishing.) This has two main consequences. Because 
i-Taukei is the only ethnic group entitled to have landownership and rights to fish and 
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coastal marine resources, other population groups must seek permits or licenses and make 
good will payments to village chiefs in order to fish for commercial purposes. This mainly 
applies to the Indo-Fijians, who represent 37% of the population. Government support 
of the currently disputed concept of property rights would fortify the position of villages 
as proprietors of marine resources and likely result in the frustration of Indo-Fijians. As 
the Indo-Fijian community is a strong economic driver of the country and constitutes an 
important portion of the voters, there might be a limit to the Fijian government’s legal 
recognition of community tenure over marine resources if it does not involve meaningful 
integration of Indo-Fijian fishers. But limits on i-Taukei ownership of marine resources 
might limit the ability of LMMAs to proliferate as rights-based management approaches. 
In the current discourse, Indo-Fijian fishers are perceived to be, though maybe not explicitly 
so, a source of external fishing pressure and poaching. They are usually better equipped with 
outboard engines and have more sophisticated gear than most rural i-Taukei communities. 
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Key Government Institutions or Entities with a Role in Fisheries and Coastal Marine Resource 
Management in Fiji

R E LE vAN T E N T I T y 
AN D E S TAB LI S H I N G 
LEG I S L AT I O N  
( IF APPLIC ABLE)

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 ANAG E M E N T

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENvIRONMENT

Government Department

 The promotion of sustainable use and 
development of Fiji’s environment

 Fiji’s international environmental obligations

 A variety of planning functions in relation to 
varied legislation

 Evaluating environmental impact 
assessments under the Environment 
Management Act and monitoring approved 
developments

 key functions in relation to any development 
proposals that could cause significant 
environmental effects to coastal areas

 In 2011 the Fiji Department of Environment 
presented a National Coastal Plan 
Framework that intends to integrate 
protected areas into coastal zone planning; 
FLMMA is likely to provide critical input into 
this process

MINISTRy OF LANDS AND 
MINERAL RESOuRCES

Theoretically created by  
the 1997 Constitution

 Provides consent to dealings on any state 
land

 Vitally important, as any dealing in state 
land that does not have the requisite 
consent in unlawful

 Often plays an important role in large 
tourism projects

 Directly involved in relation to development 
proposals for state land in coastal areas

 has ultimate approval for development in 
mangrove areas

DEPARTMENT OF LANDS

Government Department

 Administration and oversight of 
development on state land, including 
exploration and mining of minerals, 
mangrove areas, foreshores, inland waters

 Plays an important role in the administration 
of coastal areas, and likely to be consulted in 
any development project

 Director of Mines may grant mining leases 
and special prospecting licenses over native 
land without landowners’ consent

DEPARTMENT OF 
MINERAL RESOuRCES

Government Department

 Responsible for implementing the Mining 
Act, Petroleum Act, quarries Act, and all 
matters relevant to exploration and mining 
of minerals

 Minimal involvement in coastal marine 
resource management but could become 
more involved in relation to certain mining 
activities

MINISTRy OF I-TAuKEI 
AFFAIRS

 Responsible for the development of the 
i-Taukei and their well-being

  Indirect involvement via Provincial Councils

table continues on page 23
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R E LE vAN T E N T I T y 
AN D E S TAB LI S H I N G 
LEG I S L AT I O N  
( IF APPLIC ABLE)

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 ANAG E M E N T

I-TAuKEI AFFAIRS BOARD

Established by the i-Taukei 
Affairs Act

 Governs all matters concerning the 
administration of i-Taukei affairs

 Developing a Conservation Officer (CO) 
program that will place one CO in each 
Province—the COs will play an active role 
in providing communities with technical 
assistance (i.e., information on resource 
management; discussion in the event 
a private entity wishes to develop on 
community land; etc.) 

PROvINCIAL COuNCILS

Created by Fijian Affairs Act 
1996

 Each of the 14 provinces have a Provincial 
Council with an executive head (Roko Tui)

 Councils may make bylaws for the health, 
welfare, and good governance of the 
i-Taukei, subject to the approval of the 
i-Taukei Affairs Board

 Councils may appoint a committee to 
deal with questions of finances, planning 
and development, health, education, and 
agriculture

 Section 25 of the i-Taukei Affairs Act 
specifically mentions the power to make 
bylaws in relation to fisheries, forestry, and 
tourism

DEPARTMENT OF 
CuLTuRE AND HERITAGE

Government Department

 Provides policy advice on issues related to 
safeguarding and enhancement of cultural 
and natural heritage

 Tasked with safeguarding Fiji’s cultural 
heritage as well as promoting conservation 
and development with local landowners

I-TAuKEI FISHERIES 
COMMISSION

Established by Fisheries Act

 Determines and registers customary land 
tenure boundaries and fishing rights

 Adjudicates on disputes related to land 
tenure boundaries and customary fishing 
rights

 Directly involved in relation to determining 
whose resources or rights may be affected

I-TAuKEI LAND TRuST 
BOARD 

Established by i-Taukei Lands 
Act and i-Taukei Lands Trust 
Act

 Administers all i-Taukei Land

 In practice, performs or attempts to perform 
a promotional / commercial function for 
i-Taukei land that may look for investment in 
tourism, agriculture, or forestry sectors

 Instrumental in helping manage landowner 
activity on catchment land that affects 
coastal marine resources

 Could be significant in relation to tourism or 
agriculture projects

table continued from page 22

table continues on page 24
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R E LE vAN T E N T I T y 
AN D E S TAB LI S H I N G 
LEG I S L AT I O N  
( IF APPLIC ABLE)

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 ANAG E M E N T

DEPARTMENT OF 
FISHERIES

Government Department 
Established by the Fisheries Act

 Implementing agency for the Fisheries Act 
and Regulations and the Marine Spaces Act 
(note: the Fisheries Act is being split into the 
Offshore Decree, Aquaculture Decree, and 
Inshore Fisheries Decree; Offshore Decree 
has already been gazette, whereas the other 
two are still under development)

 Advisory role to customary rights owners

 Licensing and administration function – 
including fishing licenses

 Enforcement function (with support from 
police and Navy)

 Responsible for the monitoring and 
evaluation of tuna resource use

 Administrative support to FLMMA network

 Direct involvement, particularly in relation to 
FLMMA network

 houses the Secretariat of FLMMA

DEPARTMENT OF 
FORESTS

Government Department

 Lead department for the administration and 
enforcement of the Forest Decree

 Management of nature and forest reserves

 Issues licenses to fell timber (with approval 
of TLTB)

 Minimal involvement

table continued from page 23



Appendix C. 
Status of RBM Building Blocks 

Fiji Locally Managed Marine Area Coverage

Locally managed marine areas (LMMAs) represent the primary rights-based 
management building block in Fiji. LMMA coverage has expanded rapidly over 
the past 10 years: they have grown from only few pilot sites in the early 2000s 

to more than 140 active sites in 2012 (see Figures). There are a number of reasons for 
LMMA proliferation:

	 A strong and dedicated group of stakeholders, organized into the knowledge-sharing 
national forum Fiji Locally Managed Marine Areas Network (FLMMA),23 providing a 
great deal of effort in support of LMMA design, communication, and implementation

	 The snowball effect of site implementation (i.e., as communities with LMMAs began  
to see benefits, additional communities also wanted to participate)

	 Genuine interest of local communities to work with NGOs and other project partners  
to strengthen the management of their fisheries and coastal marine resources

23.  Govan et al. 2012.
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Despite the rapid upscale of participating villages and LMMA coverage, it is unclear how 
successful these areas have been in achieving fisheries and coastal marine resource objectives. 
One reason that overall success is difficult to measure is that LMMAs vary, depending on 
the economic and societal requisites of each community. As a result, objectives are neither 
standardized nor well-defined in most cases (beyond the very general “fish for future 
generations”), making evaluation of success challenging. While resource management and 
livelihoods are objectives often identified as explicit priorities by communities, biodiversity 
and species-specific conservation are not.24 Unsurprisingly, the most positive outcomes are 
generally with respect to food security and livelihoods. Other perceived benefits of LMMAs 
include recovery of natural resources, access to information and services, health benefits, 
improved security of tenure, cultural recovery, and community organization.25

24.  Govan 2009. [[shouldn’t this be Govan 2009b? Otherwise that is never cited. Govan 2009a (“Achieving the 
Potential.....” is already cited twice]]

25.  Ibid.

FLMMA Organizational Chart

1)  Min. of Fisheries
2)  Min. of Tourism
3)  Min. of Indigenous 

Affairs
4)  Dept. of Environment

FLMMA Executive 
Committee

Board of Trust

FLMMA Secretariat
• Chair/coordinator
• Secretary

Divisional Community reps
1) northern—Apolosi Silaca
2) eastern—Mesake Draniatu
3) Central —Jolame Sikolia
4) Western—Kini ravonoloa

FLMMA Working Groups (WG) 
• Design Administration & Management WG
• Communication & Awareness WG
• Socioeconomic WG
• Biological WG
• Compliance & Enforcement WG
• Sustainable Financing

Government Non-Government 
Organizations

Academic 
institutions Private sector Local  

community

1)  Worldwide Fund for 
Nature

2)  Wildlife Conservation 
Society

3)  Conservation 
International

4)  Foundation of the 
People of the South 
Pacific International

5)  Seaweb
6)  National Trust
7)  Coral Reef Alliance 

(CORAL)
8)  Pacific Blue Foundation
9)  Global Vision 

International

1)  Institute of Applied 
Science (USP)

2)  Fiji National University

1)  Resort Support
2)  Mamanuca 

Environment Society
3)  U.S. Peace Corp
4)  South Pacific Projects 

(aka Blue Ventures)

c. 400 villages in Fiji (142 of 
the 385 marine iqoliqolis)



Appendix D. 
Additional Information on the Legal Conditions 

The numerous laws that are relevant to the management of fisheries and coastal 
marine resources in Fiji include: 
		 Fisheries Act (Cap. 158)
	 National Trust of Fiji (Amendment) Act
	 Environment Management Act
	 Mining Act
	 Endangered and Protected Species Act
	 Water Supply Act

The following sections provide additional detail on the legal frameworks and regulations 
discussed in the report.

Abrogation of the 1997 Constitution

Following the coup in 2006, the interim government declared the 1997 Constitution to 
be “abrogated” in April 2009. However, the abrogation of the Constitution did not mean 
that the many institutions it created disappeared. Rather, by and large those institutions 
continued to function, albeit without some personnel.

The 1997 Constitution, which in some ways remains the de facto law of the land:

	 Established the legal basis for a central government headed by the Prime Minister and 
supported by the Ministers.

	 Recognized the Great Council of Chiefs by ensuring that it elected the President of Fiji.

	 Recognized i-Taukei ownership of “Fijian land according to Fijian custom.”

	 Effectively vested most of Fiji’s land and resources, and therefore the user rights to that 
land and resource, in i-Taukei, and further recognized indigenous rights to “governance 
through their separate administrative systems.”

	 Protected fundamental human rights.

	 Protected against the compulsory acquisition of property.

Fiji is currently in the process of adopting a new Constitution. While nothing is certain, 
it seems highly unlikely that the new Constitution will significantly alter traditional 
landowning structures or associated i-Taukei rights to land or resources, since altering the 
status quo of landownership would be an extremely sensitive subject. Instead, it seems more 
likely that the new Constitution will have more of a focus on electoral voting procedures. 
In support of this view, it may be noted that the Land Use Decree (discussed below), while 
attempting to increase access and use of “Fijian” land, does not attempt to change ownership 
and rights to i-Taukei land. However, the landownership structures that deliberately 
preserve the use and benefits of land resources to one ethnic group are a controversial area 
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and are likely to continue to be a source of political tension and subject to recommendations 
to reform.

The 1942 Fisheries Act

The 1942 Fisheries Act, which remains largely in effect today,26 focuses on fisheries 
management, primarily through a permit and licensing scheme. Among other things, the 
Fisheries Act:

	 Governs the management of marine resources.

	 Provides for the issuance of licenses for commercial fisheries.

	 Makes it an offense to collect any fish or shellfish without a permit from any qoliqoli area 
where that collection is for trade or sale.

	 Appoints and provides limited powers to fish wardens.

	 Recognizes qoliqoli areas and customary usage rights.

The power to administer the Fisheries Act is vested in the Department of Fisheries 
within the Ministry of Primary Industries. The Native Land and Fisheries Commission 
(now the i-Taukei Land and Fisheries Commission), formed in 1958 under the Fisheries 
Act, is in charge of overseeing and administering the customary fishing rights system over 
every reef, river, and lagoon in Fiji. Unlike the Department of Fisheries, the i-Taukei Land 
and Fisheries Commissions falls under the jurisdictional oversight of the Ministry of 
Indigenous Affairs. 

Permit and License System 

The Fisheries Act provides guidelines for the issuance of permits and licenses. In theory, this 
system could impose catch limits or other restrictions to ensure sustainability of fisheries. In 
practice, the number of permits and licenses issued are not based on resource recovery rates, 
and enforcement of the limited restrictions is minimal and lacks prosecutorial intent. 

Although legally mandated guidelines require a permit for any person to take fish from 
any qoliqoli registered by the i-Taukei Land and Fisheries Commission, two important 
exceptions to this rule undermine meaningful management of qoliqolis:

	 Resource owners who are fishing for subsistence purposes (i.e., those who are not seeking 
a commercial fishing license) do not require a permit. As anyone can claim to fish for 
subsistence only, management becomes very difficult, and registries of fishers selling their 
fish at local markets do not exist. However, there are provisions under the third draft 
of the Inshore Fisheries Decree that would require people to seek customary fishing 
permits for subsistence fishing. This would apply to non-i-Taukei for subsistence fishing 
anywhere and for i-Taukei to fish for subsistence outside of their qoliqoli.

26.  The 1942 Fisheries Act is currently being separated into, and replaced by, three Decrees: the Offshore Fisheries 
Decree, the Inshore Fisheries Decree, and the Aquaculture Decree. The Offshore Fisheries Decree has been gazetted, and 
it in effect replaces provisions in the Fisheries Act concerning offshore fisheries, but the Inshore Fisheries Decree has not 
yet been promulgated. The status of the Aquaculture Decree is unknown.



Fij i    29

	 Persons using hook and line, spear, or a portable fish trap that can be handled by a single 
person, and who do not require a license for commercial fishing, do not require a permit. 
Monitoring and controlling fishing gear is virtually impossible. 

Any person (resource owner or not) must also be licensed in order to take fish for 
commercial purposes (i.e., for trade or business). However, individuals who fish from 
the shore or with a spear are exempt, as are those whom the Minister chooses to exempt. 
One of the biggest problems lately is the Minister has granted exemptions on the ban 
of the use of scuba for fishing (primarily for bêche-de-mer). Both permits and licenses 
may be subject to certain restrictions, such as for a particular species, within a particular 
area, or for particular methods. The imposition of restrictions requires consultation with 
the qoliqoli-registered community. In theory, this gives communities the opportunity to 
identify and demarcate certain areas as tabu (i.e., closed areas where fishing is prohibited), 
although actual enforcement of these restrictions is believed to be minimal or nonexistent in 
most communities.27 

From the fisher’s perspective, costs and economics associated with permitting include:

	 Legally mandated system. The cost to persons seeking a permit or license is 
approximately FJD 15. Permits are valid for three years and licenses for one year. The 
revenue generated from these fees is used to cover government administration costs but 
little else.

	 Non-legally-mandated traditional “goodwill payment,” which is paid to the village chief 
by the individual seeking a license. This amount is believed to be FJD 500–1,000 per year, 
depending on the fishing methods and whether or not the individual is i-Taukei or Indo-
Fijian. Use of this money is at the discretion of the chief. 

Fisheries Rules and Regulations

The Fisheries Act and regulations generated on its basis provide rules on appropriate fishing 
methods and size limits. The following methods are prohibited for everyone in Fiji:

	 Dynamite, gelignite, or other explosive substances

	 Any underwater breathing apparatus

	 Fish fences or similar obstructive devices

	 Nets other than hand nets, wading nets, or cast nets within 100m of the mouth of a river

	 Poisons

	 Cast nets where the mesh is less than 30 millimeters, wet and stretched

	 Fishing nets of a mesh size smaller than 3 inches

In addition to the restrictions regarding methods, size limits are also in place. However, 
species names are wrong and unclear, making it difficult to follow, and size limit values seem 
arbitrary in some cases and do not match values from other nearby countries. Nonetheless, 

27.  Interviewees.
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these apply to all people in Fiji with two exceptions: fish caught by children under the age of 
16 years when fishing with hook and line from the shore or wading near the shore and fish 
caught for strictly subsistence purposes (i.e., not used for commercial purposes). 

While the above rules and regulations are well intentioned, they are essentially 
meaningless given the low fine levels and lack of enforcement.

Customary Rights

Marine areas (the foreshore up to the outside edge of the reef ) comprise the traditional 
fishing grounds  of coastal i-Taukei. Ownership of this area is contentious; whereas under 
the traditional system, landownership would have rested with the adjacent communities, 
ownership of marine and freshwater areas is vested in the state via the Crown / State 
Land Act (Cap 132) and the Rivers and Streams Act (Cap 136). However, the “rights” to 
use these traditional fishing grounds rests with the traditional qoliqoli owners, and these 
rights are recognized in the Fisheries Act for the Mataqali or other division or subdivision 
of the i-Taukei people who have been registered with the i-Taukei Land and Fisheries 
Commission. The issue of rights versus ownership is a regular source of contention within 
i-Taukei communities: it is generally accepted that the i-Taukei communities who live 
adjacent to qoliqoli areas want the “ownership” of those areas returned to them and are not 
satisfied with just usage rights.

The lack of ownership hinders communities’ ability to manage their fisheries and 
coastal marine resources; language within the act undermines the ability of communities to 
demarcate qoliqolis for management purposes or to limit fishing pressure. For example, the 
act expressly permits fishing for subsistence use with certain gear, making it impossible to 
legally demarcate a no-take zone (i.e., to prohibit all fishing).28

28.  Govan et al., 2012.



Appendix E. 
Additional Information on the Implementation  
and Institutional Considerations 

Fisheries Management—Current Status

At the customary tenure level, proliferation of locally managed marine areas 
(LMMAs) has certainly led to increased recognition of the benefits of community-
based fisheries and coastal marine resource management (and vice versa). But 

LMMAs (and tabu areas within them) are not in and of themselves sufficient to ensure 
fisheries and coastal marine resource recovery or sustainability. The increased pressure 
placed on these resources from villagers (e.g., population increases and the need for more 
food; community fundraisers; the pursuit of small-scale commercial efforts to participate 
in the cash economy) and outsiders (e.g., small-scale commercial vessels operating legally 
or illegally) calls for heightened fisheries management practices and, most important, active 
enforcement. However, the customary tenure system is not always sufficiently strong or 
legally empowered to deter illegal fishers and poachers. 

Furthermore, even including the goodwill payments, the overall costs to fishers to engage 
in small-scale coastal fisheries are insignificant relative to their revenue potential. According 
to one interviewee who operates a small-scale commercial fisheries operation, “within 2 
weeks, people fishing with nets have covered all costs of fishing including goodwill, license 
fee, operating and fuel costs for the entire year.” Given the non-existence of total allowable 
catch or other effort restrictions, permitted/licensed coastal fishers are essentially able to fish 
as much or little as they decide. 

In addition to weaknesses inherent in the permit and licensing scheme, the size and 
method restrictions do little to reduce pressure on fisheries and coastal marine resources. 
According to the same interviewee, in the villages he fishes “about 80% of fish are caught with 
Hookah, scuba, undersized nets, or fish poisons (that kill).” The interviewee commented 
that while the legal size for nets is 3 inches, many people are fishing with 1-inch nets. While 
this is clearly only one example, it sheds some light on on-the-ground realities. 

Enforcement—Current Capacity

The Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Primary Industries appoints fish wardens for 
the purpose of prevention, detection, and apprehension of infractions to the Fisheries Act 
provisions. 

	 Theoretically, fish wardens have powers of examination and detention, including:

	 Requiring any person engaged in fishing to show their license, apparatus, or catch

	 Boarding a vessel believed to be engaged in (potentially illegal) fishing

	 Searching and examining fishing apparatuses on a vessel

	 Taking possession of the boat and engine, the fishing gear, and all of the fish when there 
is reasonable suspicion that an offense has been committed29

	 Apprehending and delivering alleged offenders, when there is reasonable suspicion that 
an offense has been committed, to the nearest police station

29.  Kate 2012. 
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The fish wardens are given no resources to carry out these activities; for example, they 
are not provided with boats, fuel, binoculars, cameras to document infractions, etc. The 
fish wardens are also not paid; their efforts are entirely honorary in nature. Other issues 
with the fish warden system include the need to renew licenses every two years, which is 
an expensive endeavor,30 and the lack of adequate training, particularly related to evidence 
collection procedures. There have also been cases where the fish wardens, upon completion 
of the training, were not granted ID cards by the Department of Fisheries and therefore 
technically could not serve in the role as wardens.

Once a fish warden delivers an alleged offender to the police station, the police assume 
responsibility. If the fish warden successfully apprehended an illegal fisher, it is usually at this 
point that the alleged offender is released. The main reason given for this is that the police 
are not familiar with breaches of the Fisheries Act and do not consider them to be criminal 
matters worthy of further action. As a result, very few charges are made against alleged 
offenders. In fact, when a fish warden has to use force to apprehend and bring the alleged 
offender to the police station, the charge is often placed against the warden. And in one case 
a fish warden was prosecuted and convicted of assault before the Magistrates Court. 

A further issue raised by interviewees was whether the fish wardens had adequate 
resources, including suitable recording equipment, to prove a breach of the Fisheries Act to 
the criminal standard before the Magistrates Court.

The following Table provides an overview of the offenses and penalties currently included 
within the Fisheries Act.

30.  Interviewee.

Offenses and Penalties in the Fisheries Act (Cap. 158)

O FFE N S E PE NALT y ( IN U. S. D O LL AR S)

TAKING FISH (FOR TRADE OR SALE) WITHOuT A LICENSE Prison: 3 months 
Fine: $500, or both

POSSESSING APPARATuS FOR THE PuRPOSE OF TAKING FISH (FOR TRADE OR 
SALE) WITHOuT A LICENSE

Prison: 3 months 
Fine: $500, or both

FAILuRE TO COMPLy WITH THE CONDITIONS OF A LICENSE Prison: 3 months 
Fine: $500, or both

FAILuRE TO OBTAIN A PERMIT OR COMPLy WITH THE CONDITIONS OF  
A PERMIT

Prison: 3 months 
Fine: $500, or both

FISHING WITH, ATTEMPTING TO FISH WITH, POSSESSING, OR SELLING FISH 
KILLED WITH DyNAMITE, GELIGNITE, OR OTHER ExPLOSIvE SuBSTANCES 

Severity depends on prior convictions  
Prison: 6 months to 2 years 
Fine: $1,000–5,000 
License cancellation

FAILING TO SuPPLy AN OFFICER WITH INFORMATION REGARDING THE SOuRCE 
OF ILLEGALLy CAuGHT FISH

Prison: 3 months 
Fine: $500, or both

CATCH-ALL OFFENSE: vIOLATION OF ANy PROvISION OF THE REGuLATIONS, OR 
ANy OFFENSE uNDER THE ACT FOR WHICH A PENALTy IS NOT SPECIFIED 

Prison: 3 months 
Fine: $500, or both



Appendix F. 
Additional Information on the Budgetary Conditions 

Budgets for Fisheries Management
Actual 2010 numbers and 2012 estimates from the Ministry of Primary Industries data are 
provided in the following two Tables. 

Expenditure Details by Budget Category for the Department  
of Fisheries & Forests: Fisheries Program

AC T uAL 2010 E S T I M AT E D 2012
( T h OUSAND  

FI j IAN D O LL AR S)
( T h OUSAND  

FI j IAN D O LL AR S)

ESTABLISHED STAFF 1,667 2,700

GOvERNMENT WAGE 
EARNERS

585 377

TRAvEL AND 
COMMuNICATIONS

81 200

MAINTENANCE AND 
OPERATIONS

813 1,518

PuRCHASE OF GOODS AND 
SERvICES 

62 105

OPERATING GRANTS AND 
TRANSFERS

0 0

SPECIAL ExPENDITuRES 488 498

CAPITAL CONSTRuCTION 1,716 2,650

CAPITAL PuRCHASE 0 0

CAPITAL GRANTS AND 
TRANSFERS

0 0

vALuE ADDED TAx 392 753

TOTAL 5,803 8,800
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Expenditure Details by Activity/Subprogram for the Department  
of Fisheries & Forests: Fisheries Program

AC T uAL 2010 E S T I M AT E D 2012
( T h OUSAND  

FI j IAN D O LL AR S)
( T h OUSAND  

FI j IAN D O LL AR S)

GENERAL 
ADMINISTRATION 

792.8 1,351.8

OFFSHORE FISHERIES 159.9 976.3

RES., RESOuRCE ASS. & 
DEv.

1,223.9 2,515.4

FLEET & TECHNICAL 
SERvICES 

991.4 1,305.4

ExTENSION & ADvISORy 
SERv.

1,435.7 1,504.0

AQuACuLTuRE 1,199.3 1,146.8

TOTAL 5,803.0 8,799.7

PAyROLL (%) 39% 35%

External Sources of Funding 

Global Environment Facility 

Seven national projects, including three in biodiversity conservation, have been implemented 
in Fiji with support from the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The seven GEF grants 
totaled $2.7 million and leveraged an additional $2.4 million in cofinancing resources. For 
the GEF-5 round of financing, Fiji received an indicative allocation to formulate and execute 
projects in the amount of $7.15 million. The three components of focus are biodiversity 
($4.56 million), climate change ($2 million), and land degradation ($0.59 million). 

One project Fiji is participating in is Strengthening Coastal and Marine Resources 
Management in the Coral Triangle of the Pacific, funded through GEF as well as the Asian 
Development Bank. This project includes three subcomponents:

	 Strengthening national and local institutions for sustainable coastal and marine resources 
management

	 Applying best management practices in ecosystem-based management

	 Increasing resilience of marine resources and communities to climate change impacts 

Fiji is also participating in Implementation of Global and Regional Oceanic Fisheries 
Conventions and Related Instruments in the Pacific Small Island Developing States. Its 
objective is to “support Pacific small island developing states in meeting their obligations 
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to implement and effectively enforce global, regional, and sub-regional arrangements for 
the conservation and management of trans-boundary oceanic fisheries, thereby increasing 
sustainable benefits derived from these fisheries.” It is also believed that some of the GEF 
funding is being channeled to help create the Protected Area Act. 

Other Official Development Assistance

According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, the total 
gross disbursement of funding provided to Fiji via official development assistance (ODA) 
amounted to $79.1 million in 2011. 

Examples of Gross Disbursement of ODA, 2011

CO u N T Ry O R O R G AN I Z AT I O N
G R OSS D I S Bu R S E M E N T  

(MILLI O N D O LL AR S)

AuSTRALIA 35.4

JAPAN 20.3

NEW ZEALAND 3.9

uNITED STATES 2.4

Eu INSTITuTIONS 7.2

uNDP (IMPLEMENTING AGENCy FOR GEF) 3.6

Source: OECD, undated.

While these bilateral agreement packages generally target development projects, only a 
small amount of funding channels directly to conservation (terrestrial or marine) or resource 
management efforts. Bilateral programs align with government priorities and objectives, 
which generally only peripherally include conservation (i.e., as an element within poverty 
eradication).31

Australia, the largest provider of ODA, will focus on the following in 2012–2014: 
“supporting health and education services and creating economic opportunities in rural 
and peri-urban communities.” There is no reference to conservation within Australia’s Fiji 
country strategy. At a regional level, however, Australia and New Zealand both provide 
funding for conservation via support of Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment 
Program (SPREP). 

A number of projects focus on climate change, some of which include a focus on fisheries 
and/or coastal management. For example, the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), a German development organization, has teamed with the 
Secretariat of the Pacific Community on the Coping with Climate Change in the Pacific 
Island Region program. Initiated in 2009, this is a 17.2 million euro project supporting 
efforts in Fiji, the Solomon Islands, Papua New Guinea, Palau, the Federated States of 

31.  Austral Foundation 2007. 
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Micronesia, and several other Pacific island countries. Through 2015 it will support these 
countries in implementing key strategic priorities in the area of climate change, including, 
where relevant, National Adaptation Programmes for Action, national communications to 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, and other relevant national 
strategies, policies, and plans.32

Another relevant GIZ project of note is a recently approved four-year 8.1 million euro 
project, with the International Union for Conservation of Nature and the SPREP as the 
main partners on the marine and coastal biodiversity management component. This work 
will span five countries, including Fiji, with three proposed outcomes:

	 National decision makers use knowledge of the economic value of marine ecosystem 
services.

	 On the basis of the exclusive economic zone–wide spatial planning framework, 
the partner countries by December 2017 have defined measures for establishing an 
ecologically representative marine and coastal protected area system.

	 By 2017, selected biodiversity indicators in pilot areas are stable or have improved.

32.  SPC, undated. 



References

Austral Foundation, November 2007. Review and Analysis of Fiji’s Conservation Sector: Final 
Report. Waitakere City, New Zealand.

Australian Aid. 2012. Fiji Country Strategy 2012–2014. Commonwealth of Australia.

Australian Department of Foreign Affairs. 2013. At www.smartraveller.gov.au. Accessed 
March.

Bell, J. D., J. E. Johnson, and A. J. Hobday (eds.). 2011. Vulnerability of Tropical Pacific 
Fisheries and Aquaculture to Climate Change. Secretariat of the Pacific Community. 
Noumea, New Caledonia.

Bell, J. D., M. Kronen, A. Vunisea, W. J. Nash, G. Keeble, A. Demmke, S. Pontifex, and S. 
Andréfouët. 2009. “Planning the Use of Fish for Food Security in the Pacific.” Marine 
Policy, 33.

Burke, L., K. Reytar, M. Spalding, and A. Perry. 2011. Reefs at Risk Revisited. World 
Resources Institute. Washington, DC.

Fiji Department of Fisheries. 2004. Annual Report.

FAO (U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization). 2009. “Fiji—National Fishery Section 
Overview.” Accessed 14 March 2013. 

———. Undated-a. “FishStatJ—Software for Fishery Statistical Time Series.” FishstatJ 
Global Commodities Production and Trade. At www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/software/
fishstatj/en.

———. Undated-b. “Food Balance Sheets.” At faostat.fao.org/site/354/default.aspx.

Gillet, R. E. 2009. Fisheries in the Economies of the Pacific Island Countries and Territories. 
Pacific Studies Series. Asian Development Bank. Mandaluyong City, Philippines.

———. 2010. “Fisheries Centres in the Pacific Islands: Lessons learned?” SPC Fisheries 
Newsletter #133.

Gonedua, M. 2012. “Fisheries and Forests Wants Budget Increase.” Fiji Live. November 15. At 
www.fijilive.com/news/2012/11/fisheries-and-forests-wants-budget-increase/48969.

Govan, H. 2009a. “Achieving the Potential of Locally Managed Marine Areas in the South 
Pacific.” SPC Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge Information 
Bulletin #25.

———.  2009b. Status and Potential of Locally-Managed Marine Areas in the South Pacific. 
CRISP. Noumea, New Caledonia.

———.  2013. Review of Inshore Fisheries Management Strategies and Policy for Solomon 
Islands, Fiji and Vanuatu. SPC/MSG.



38 Fij i

Govan, H., S. Jupiter, and J. Comley. 2012. “Recognition and Support of ICCAs in Fiji.” In A. 
Kothari, with C. Corrigan, H. Jonas, A. Neumann, and H. Shrumm. (eds). Recognising 
and Supporting Territories and Areas Conserved By Indigenous Peoples And Local 
Communities: Global Overview and National Case Studies. Secretariat of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity, ICCA Consortium, Kalpavriksh, and Natural Justice, Montreal, 
Canada. Technical Series No. 64.

Jupiter, S., R. Weeks, A. Jenkins, D. Egli, and A. Cakacaka. 2012. “Effects of a Single 
Intensive Harvest on Fish Populations Inside a Customary Marine Closure.” Coral Reefs.
Kate, T. 2012. “Villagers Turned Fish Wardens.” Fiji Sun. September 16.

Lees, A., and S. Siwatibau. 2007. Review and Analysis of Fiji’s Conservation Sector. Austral 
Foundation. Waitakere City, New Zealand.

Malo, M. 2012. “Ice Plant Brings Joy, Hope for Fishermen.” The Fiji Times. September 7.

Mangroves for Fiji. Undated. “Mangroves in Fiji.” At mangrovesforfiji.com/mangroves/
mangroves-in-fiji.

Neall, V. E., and S. A. Trewick. 2008. “The Age and Origin of the Pacific Islands: A 
Geological Overview.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B 363: 3293–3308.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). Undated. “OECD 
International Development Statistics.” OECD iLibrary.

Price Waterhouse Coopers. 2012. “Fiji National Budget 2013 Commentary.” November 22. 

SPC (Secretariat of the Pacific Community). Undated. “SPC/GIZ Coping with Climate 
Change in the Pacific Island Region.” SPC Land Resource Division. Suva, Fiji.

Teh, L. C. L., L. S. L. Teh, B. Starkhouse, and U. R.  Sumaila. 2009. “An Overview of Socio-
economic and Ecological Perspectives of Fiji’s Inshore Reef Fisheries.” Marine Policy 33: 
807–817.

University of the South Pacific Institute of Applied Science. Undated. “Catch per Unit 
Effort (CPUE) Survey.”

World Bank. 2013. At data.worldbank.org. Accessed 14 March.



150 Post Street, Suite 342 
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.421.3774
www.trustforconservationinnovation.org




