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Executive Summary  
The South Pacific1 has experienced a remarkable proliferation of Marine Managed Areas (MMAs) 
in the last decade.  These protected areas, implemented by over 500 communities spanning 15 
independent countries and territories represent a unique global achievement.  The approaches being 
developed at national levels are built on a unique feature of the region, customary tenure and 
resource access, and make use of, in most cases, existing community strengths in traditional 
knowledge and governance, combined with a local awareness of the need for action, resulting in 
what have been most aptly termed Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMAs). The main driver in 
most cases, is a community desire to maintain or improve livelihoods, often related to perceived 
threats to food security or local economic revenue.  In the South Pacific, conservation and 
sustainable use are often seen as inseparable as part of the surviving concepts of traditional 
environmental stewardship.  The extent of this shift towards Community Based Resource 
Management in Melanesia and Polynesia is unprecedented on a global scale and is the subject 
of this report. 
 
The benefits of LMMAs and community-based resource management are many. Not least, 
communities anecdotally report rapid and appreciable increases of marine resources within closed 
areas. There is also now an increasing body of technical literature which seems to confirm these 
observations and indeed the potential speed at which this may occur, and these increases seem 
likely to reflect positive impacts on the biodiversity within these areas. Evidence for significant 
fishery impacts such as increased landings or catch per unit effort is scarcer, possibly reflecting a 
greater time period required for such impacts to be observable. 
 
The success of these community based management approaches comes at a time when the region 
faces enormous challenges to food security, biodiversity and adaptation to climate change.  The 
population in the South Pacific is projected to double in the next 30 years. This combined with poor 
performance of national economies and growing inequalities due to the distribution and access to 
economic opportunities is leading to problems associated with poverty in most of the independent 
countries and increased pressure on natural resources leading to erosion of biodiversity and 
livelihood opportunities, increasingly resulting in conflict and law and order problems. The 
dependency on fisheries seems likely to spark a crisis of considerable proportions, particularly in 
Melanesia where high population growth and predominantly rural populations with few economic 
alternatives have projected food requirements well in excess of what coastal areas are currently 
likely to produce without significant improvements in management and productivity.   
 
These pressures are already taking their toll on biodiversity and ecosystem integrity, which is of 
great concern as the Pacific region is one of the world’s centres of biodiversity, or species richness 
(i.e. endemism), possessing the most extensive coral reef systems. Countries are attempting to 
manage vast tracks of coastline comparable in extent to those in developed neighbours but with 
virtually insignificant budgets for this purpose, consequently, low cost self-sustaining management 
options are required. 
 
A regional inventory of LMMAs has been compiled as a main output of the current study, drawing 
on and complementing two previous attempts. Data captured prior to the study appears to be 
extremely variable, generally under-reporting active Community Conserved Areas (CCAs) and 
vastly inflating MMA coverage with inactive or inappropriate sites, particularly in Tonga, Papua 
New Guinea (PNG) and Solomon Islands. Data captured during the present study, current up to 

                                                 
1 For the purposes of this report the South Pacific comprises countries and territories South of the equator, 
corresponding with Melanesia and Polynesia: Papua New Guinea, Fiji Islands, Solomon Islands, New Caledonia, 
Vanuatu, French Polynesia, Samoa, Tonga, American Samoa, Wallis and Futuna, Cook Islands, Tuvalu, Niue, Tokelau 
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January 2008, was compared with data provided by the World Database of Protected Areas 
(WDPA) and used in place of “official” country lists (which were lacking except for Tonga, Cook 
Islands, New Caledonia and French Polynesia).   
 
The results show that a locally managed approach to protected areas is virtually the only approach 
to MMAs actively pursued at present in the independent countries of the Pacific Islands 
Region. Most countries do not maintain an up to date national list and hitherto reliance has been on 
data voluntarily submitted to the WDPA. Given the discrepancies detected in global Protected Area 
(PA) databases, the figures for LMMAs collected in this inventory provide the best picture of 
current MMA coverage of some 30,000 km2. 
 
In the independent countries, the effort of communities and their supporting governmental and non-
governmental partners has resulted in over 12,000 km2 coming under active management of which 
more than 1,000 km2 are “no-take”.  This progress comes at a time when older models of larger, 
centrally planned reserves have failed in almost all cases resulting in the need to review the 
inclusion of some 14,000 km2 of such “paper parks” in national and global databases of the 
region.  
 
 Protected 

Areas with 
a marine 
component1 

Locally 
managed 
marine 
areas2 

Community 
Conserved 
Areas2 

No-take 
Zones2 

MMA 
coverage, 
all records 
(.P�) 

LMMA 
coverage 
(.P�) 

No-take 
Zones 
(.P�)   

Cook Islands  8 23 23 24 19 18 19
Fiji  45 217 217 222 10,880 10,816 593
Papua New Guinea 92 86 79 94 3,764* 59 18
Samoa 8 59 82 82 209 120 16
Solomon Islands  22 113 109 115 1,381* 941 311
Tonga 12 6 0 9 10,009* 93 10
Tuvalu  1 10 10 3 76 76 50
Vanuatu  26 44 44 44 89 58 89
Totals 214 558 564 593 26,427* 12,180 1,107
* Considered to be substantially inaccurate. 1 World Database of Protected Areas, January 2008. 2 Definitions in main 
text, LMMAs may contain one or more CCAs or no-take zones.  
 
With regards to international or national commitments to Marine Protected Area (MPA) coverage 
of Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) or marine habitat types, an immediate challenge facing the 
region is that, with the possible exception of the two Samoas, these commitments do not appear to 
have been interpreted in the light of nationally available data on coastal areas, habitats and 
ecological regions and thus hinder analysis of progress.  A preliminary analysis suggests that Fiji, 
New Caledonia and French Polynesia could be on track to meeting their commitments at the inshore 
or coral reef ecosystem level.  However, the situation for other countries is cause for concern and all 
countries are far from meeting their commitments of “strict protection”. The regional MMA 
coverage represents under 0.2% of the combined EEZ and only Fiji and New Caledonia are 
within reach of the global average of 1.5% of EEZ protected with 0.8% and 0.9% respectively. 
 
Samoa has shown strong government investment (originally supported by AusAID) in community-
based fisheries management that had resulted by the late 1990s in a national network of dozens of 
village fisheries management areas, some 50 appear to be active today and the numbers remain 
steady or slowly increasing.  Also in Samoa, the Environment Department is supporting more than 
20 communities implementing no-take reserves within the two large co-managed MPA systems of 
Aleipata and Safata.   
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Fiji has shown an impressive rate of expansion supported by a national network of Non-
Government Organizations (NGOs) and government organizations promoting LMMAs known as 
Fiji LMMA (FLMMA). More than 200 villages spread across the 14 provinces in Fiji have 
established some form of community-based management measures and the numbers have increased 
steadily every year over the last decade.  This is due in part to the snow-ball effects which have seen 
skills passed from village to village and requests from interested communities surpassing available 
support capacity. Fiji makes by far the biggest contribution to area under management (10,800 km2) 
and no-take (600 km2) of the South Pacific countries.  
 
Many communities in Vanuatu have preserved traditional management in the form of ‘tabu’ areas 
and in others this tradition has been revived with the support of fisheries officers, other government 
organizations and NGOs. Over 40 villages have been reported to manage their marine resources in 
this manner in Vanuatu but the real numbers may be significantly higher.  Cook Islands has 
maintained traditional taboos known as ra’ui of which 15 are recorded in the outer islands. Ra’ui 
were reintroduced on the main island of Rarotonga in 1998 and six are still active. Solomon Islands 
has seen some of the most impressive progress in the last few years with currently over 100 NGO-
supported LMMAs, Tuvalu too is promising significant gains with communities keen to register or 
revive up to 10 local conservation areas.  PNG has seen progress with strategies becoming more 
defined locally but the country as a whole faces considerable challenges in achieving management 
of its vast coastal areas.  Initiatives are in the early stages for Tonga which has seen the 
establishment of six special management areas under a Fisheries Division nation-wide strategy.  
 
The dependent states and territories are progressing well using more Western style protected area 
approaches and New Caledonia has recently made impressive progress with the declaration of a 
large lagoonal World Heritage Area.  American Samoa and French Polynesia are combining 
traditional resource management and sustainable use approaches with national protected area 
systems.  
 
 Protected 

Areas with a 
marine 
component 

MMA 
coverage, all 
records 
(.P�) 

LMMA 
coverage 
(.P�) 

No-take 
Zones (.P�)   

American Samoa 19 174 >2.6 159
French Polynesia 10 2,837 441 1,282
New Caledonia1 20 16,188 - 445
Niue 3 31 >0 >0
Tokelau 3 1 1 ?
Wallis and Futuna 0 0 0 0
Totals 55 19,229 445 1,886

1 Excluding World Heritage site declared in 2008 comprising 28,614 km2. 
 
The spread and endurance of these LMMAs is attributable in great part to the perception of 
communities that benefits are, or are very likely to be, achieved.  Such benefits include recovery of 
natural resources, improved food security, increased economic opportunities, improved governance, 
access to information and services, health impacts, improved security of tenure, cultural recovery 
and strengthening community organization.  Less explicit benefits also include opportunities to 
exclude outsiders to the “fringe benefits” and “resource capture”of working with outside agencies, 
some of which offer incentives or payments for conservation, or promise alternative livelihood and 
income generation projects. 
 
The increased abundance of target species within closed areas has been quantifiably verified but 
less scientific evidence has been gathered for other ecological and social benefits. It is likely that 
communities perceive some combination of benefits that, together, in sum are an acceptable return 
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on their investment and opportunity costs. Perhaps the major benefit is the realization by that 
increased control and resilience of the resources upon which they rely can be afforded by enhancing 
resource management activities. 
 
Despite difficulties in quantifying the impact of LMMA approaches on livelihoods, the information 
that is available combined with the absence or failure of alternative approaches strongly supports 
community-based adaptive management as the fundamental building block of a holistic or 
integrated island management or ecosystem approach. 
 
Some of the major innovations that have supported the proliferation of LMMAs have been the 
operation of clusters of sites supported by regional, national and sub-national umbrellas or social 
networks. Others include the use by support agencies of simple participatory learning and action 
approaches, the development of more support oriented roles by government agencies, a burgeoning 
recognition of the importance of cost-effectiveness and the development in some cases of 
supportive legal frameworks.   
 
Nonetheless, community-based resource management is not fully supported in the legislation of 
many countries and there is wide variability in the cost of supporting community based approaches 
which overall have directly or indirectly absorbed well over US$ 40 million in project costs over the 
last decade.  Community-based management can be carried out at a fraction of this amount, the bulk 
of costs going to salaries and transport of extension staff and information dissemination and 
workshops.   
 
Though wide-spread implementation of LMMAs will result in an increase in the number of marine 
protected areas, concentrating on this aspect alone would be costly and hard to sustain.  Significant 
environmental or fishery benefits from the possible increases in numbers of no-take zones are not 
likely unless communities address other issues in their wider fishing area and watersheds not 
necessarily addressed through closed areas.  Evidence suggests that such integrated approaches are 
entirely possible and that average costs at economies of scale may feasibly be in the order of 
hundreds of dollars per community based on annual costs from Samoa and Fiji, which are estimated 
at US$ 1,344 and US$ 800 respectively per village. It is possible that a sustained investment in the 
order of US$ 0.1-0.5 million dollars per year over at least a 10 year period would be necessary to 
establish a national decentralized system of support for community-based adaptive management, 
although some approaches currently being piloted elsewhere are orders of magnitude more 
expensive and may not have widespread applicability. 
 
Realizing the full potential of local management would best be carried out under the auspices of 
national or provincial or local-level governments in collaboration with civil society groups and 
NGOs to develop cost effective mechanisms for the support and coordination of adaptive 
management in any and all communities which are experiencing natural resource threats, or for 
those that wish to manage their resources sustainably now and into the future.  Such widespread 
approaches would be necessary to reduce costs and ensure an affordable long term resource 
management strategy best adapted to achieving not only national commitments to protected areas 
but also priorities relating to livelihoods such as food security, community and ecosystem resilience 
and adaptation to climate change.  
 
Key criteria for adopting such a resource management scenario as the generalized national approach 
would include: 

x Designed to fully integrate into government functions over the medium term (applies to 
Melanesia), 

x Decentralized into logistically functional management areas (provinces or similar), 
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x Cost effectiveness to improve the likelihood of sustainable financing within government 
budgets or from donors, 

x Staggered or cumulative approach optimizing trickle down or snowballing effects. 
x Simple but strategic overview and minimum data collection to enable the ongoing 

identification of gaps (objectives, species, habitats, coverage and so on).  
 
The following recommendations are made with a view to maximizing the potential of LMMAs in 
achieving widespread benefits to livelihoods and the maintenance of biodiversity: 
 
Government and institutional recommendations  

x Enhancing the role of government:  Future support should seek to consolidate the long-
term role of the various levels of government in supporting and coordinating local marine 
resource management.  Such a strategy, ideally decentralized, might be implemented in a 
gradual or staggered fashion and would require strong collaboration from civil society 
organizations and NGOs in achieving government institutional development goals. An 
important tool will be national or sub-national social networks or support umbrellas. 

x Multi-sector integration in practice: Fisheries and environmental sectors will need to put 
into practice effective and on the ground collaboration to support communities in achieving 
local and national sustainable development priorities. Legislation for inshore fisheries, 
protected areas and wider environmental management will need to be improved in tandem.  

x Integrated island management as the goal:  MPAs alone will be fragile, costly and 
unlikely to achieve long-term community or national benefits.  The adaptive management 
processes central to LMMAs should be built on to include ecosystem-wide (particularly 
terrestrial) and sustainable development issues and incorporate climate change adaptation 
and community and ecosystem resilience.  Some large scale pilots of such approaches may 
be appropriate where sufficient experience has not been attained. 

x Enabling environment: Institutions and legislation will need to develop in a fashion more 
support for community initiatives incorporating sustainable management of resources and 
remove bureaucratic bottle-necks currently insurmountable by communities.  

x Tenure and traditional governance: The success of local management approaches hinges 
largely on traditional tenure and governance systems.  Great care should be taken before 
undermining or reforming these systems.  It will be important to develop guidance for 
practitioners to be sensitized around the issues of  tenure, and for improving the use of 
traditional ecological knowledge and other related social factors in each country. 

x Characterize and defend local and cultural approaches:  LMMAs have developed in 
response to local needs and culture and may often have characteristics such as small size, 
periodic opening and location determined by social rather than biological factors. 
International bodies are not necessarily aware of this and these characteristics may require 
clarification to them before international definitions of Protected Areas or Conservation can 
be assumed to be regionally applicable.   

 
Financial and economic recommendations  

x Cost effectiveness: National budgets of Pacific Island Countries are amongst the smallest in 
the world and face considerable demands to meet human development priorities such as 
health, education and food production.  High priority should be placed on cost-effectiveness 
of environmental management approaches and maximizing the range of livelihood benefits 
for such approaches to be mainstreamed into planning and development strategies for 
governments. 

x Sustainable financing: As an essential prerequisite to sustainable financing strategies, cost 
effectiveness of marine resource management approaches must be assessed and improved.  
Long term government budgetary support for inter-linked approaches that build on 
community management needs to be secured.  Trust funds and corresponding legal contracts 
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may be able to play a crucial role in ensuring the constant and long term financing of such 
core government activities and may be able to safeguard against likely donor fatigue or 
reallocation of essential operating budgets. 

x Debunking alternative income generation: While there is evidence to suggest that wide-
scale support of local resource management will improve livelihoods in terms of food 
security there is little evidence that provision of “income generation projects” can be 
feasibly implemented or have beneficial management or conservation impacts to off-set the 
continued over-exploitation of targeted resources.  As such approaches often serve as an 
unsustainable incentive which deter or distract communities from more effective resource 
management. Considerable discussion and assessments are required before investments are 
made in “alternative income generation” approaches as part of any marine resource 
management strategies.  

 
Operational and implementation recommendations  

x Appropriate monitoring: A process of ongoing community discussion and review of 
progress seems essential to community-based adaptive management.  However, quantitative 
and scientific monitoring has not met expectations at the community level to date and given 
its cost and reliance on external expertise should not be promoted without first testing and 
discarding simpler (e.g. perceptual) approaches reliant on existing community knowledge 
and expertise.  Monitoring at a national level will be necessary for coordination, but again 
this should be designed bearing in mind cost and simplicity of implementation to provide 
results useful to decision-makers.  

x Improve and enhance participatory processes: Ongoing evaluation of techniques and 
processes used to promote and support community management should be performed.  
Issues that may need particular attention include community involvement, self-reliance and 
empowerment and the development of appropriate mixes of traditional and national 
governance and marine tenure in Western Melanesia.  

x Research needs: Under the local management model communities contain the key decision-
makers and resource managers.   Researchers and technical institutions urgently need to 
improve processes to identify community priority information needs and to ensure necessary 
information reaches communities in a timely and useable fashion.  

 
The Pacific Islands nations are facing formidable challenges in terms of mounting pressures on 
finite natural resources, market forces and the commoditization of natural resources, burgeoning 
populations and adaptation to the far-reaching impacts of climate change.  The lessons learned in 
achieving the wide proliferation of locally managed marine areas will be key to adopting viable 
strategies for surmounting these challenges but only if focus can be widened to encompass their full 
potential as building blocks for integrated island management in support of resilient Pacific Island 
communities. 
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Status and potential of locally-managed marine areas in the 
South Pacific: 

Meeting nature conservation and sustainable livelihood targets through wide-
spread implementation of LMMAs 

 

Introduction 
The increasing pressures exerted by mankind on the global environment have resulted in many 
proposed strategies to mitigate or reverse the degradation that is increasingly evident. Ironically, 
one strategy that is receiving growing endorsement also happens to be amongst the most ancient2. 
Indigenous peoples and local communities have for millennia played a critical role in conserving 
natural environments and species. They have done so for a variety of purposes; livelihood-related as 
well as cultural, spiritual, aesthetic and security-related. Some degree of recognition has been 
afforded in that the term “Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas” (ICCAs) is now globally 
adopted to represent specific sites, resources or species (where areas refer to the species’ habitats) 
voluntarily conserved through community values, practices, rules and institutions3.   
 
In the marine context the establishment and effective management of Community-Based or Locally 
Managed Marine Areas (LMMAs) and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) is increasingly being used 
by many Pacific Island communities with the intention of sustaining their fish supply and marine 
tenure systems provide a strong enabling environment to support this level of stewardship. These 
tools can address some of the challenges, but seem to require significant commitment of resources 
and capacity building in order to realize their potential as national strategies for sustainable 
development as well as conservation.  
 
Upscaling this kind of community action to achieve international commitments to development and 
biodiversity conservation agendas represents even more of a challenge for the region.  The 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) largely hinge on goal #7 “Ensure environmental 
sustainability” to achieve poverty reduction and sustainable development4. Connected to this, the 
global World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) and Convention for Biodiversity 
(CBD) target of ‘establishing and implementing a network of effectively managed, ecologically 
representative MPAs covering at least 10% of the world’s seas by the year 2020’ is a very 
significant challenge, with formal commitments to MPAs in the Pacific Islands Region representing 
only approximately 2% of the combined Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) of the Pacific Island 
Countries (over 38.5 million km2)5.  
 
A 2001 survey of MPAs and Marine Managed Areas (MMAs) in the Pacific listed 130 MPAs in 14 
countries but data are incomplete and concerns are raised over the “paper park” status of most of the 
MPAs and the need for an up-to-date Pacific-wide inventory is clear6.  Increasingly, opportunities 
are presenting themselves to increase the number of marine areas receiving some form of protection 
and/or sustainable resource management. Following the significant commitment made by the Fiji 
Government to establish a network of MPAs in 30% of Fiji’s waters, the Federated States of 
Micronesia at the CBD Conference of the Parties (CoP) in Curitiba in Brazil, in 2006 committed to 
establishing MPAs in 25% of their EEZ.   
 

                                                 
2 World Parks Congress - 2003, - Programme of Work on Protected Areas of the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD) - 2004 and First Congress on Marine Protected Areas - 2005, IUCN 2008 
3 Borrini-Feyerabend, Kothari and Oviedo, 2004 
4 Ruddle 2008 
5 Benzaken et al. 2007 
6 Huber and McGregor 2002 
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Since 1962, when Samoa became the first Pacific Island nation to regain independence, a total of 12 
countries are now independent including Tonga which was never colonized.  These countries are 
governed by their indigenous populations but the remaining 10 territories (Table 1) remain in some 
form of association with France, New Zealand, USA or the UK.  The present report covers the 
South Pacific consisting of the countries of Melanesia and Polynesia south of the equator. 
 
7DEOH����3RSXODWLRQ��ODQG�DQG�VHD�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�3DFLILF�,VODQG�&RXQWULHV�DQG�7HUULWRULHV��63&�DQG�
623$&������
Region/country/island 
     (country of association) 

Popul’n 
(2007 
est.) 

Land area 
(km²) 

Popul’n 
density 
(/ km²) 

Annual 
growth 
rate (%) 

Coast 
line 
(km) 

EEZ Area 
(km²) 

MELANESIA 8,137,100 540,248 15 2.1 39,496 8,170,000
   Papua New Guinea   6,332,750 462,840 14 2.2 20,197 3,120,000
   Fiji Islands 831,600 18,272 46 0.5 4,637 1,290,000
   Solomon Islands 503,900 28,370 18 2.7 9,880 1,340,000
   New Caledonia (Fra.) 241,700 18,576 13 1.6 2,254 1,740,000
   Vanuatu 227,150 12,190 19 2.6 2,528 680,000
POLYNESIA 649,650 8,021 81 0.8 3,952 10,794,426
   French Polynesia (Fra.) 261,400 3,521 74 1.3 2,525 5,030,000
   Samoa 179,500 2,935 61 0.1 403 120,000
   Tonga 102,300 650 157 0.4 419 700,000
   American Samoa (U.S.) 65,000 200 325 1.7 116 390,000
   Wallis and Futuna (Fra.) 15,400 142 108 0.7 129 300,000
   Cook Islands (N.Z.) 13,500 237 83 -1.5 120 1,830,000
   Tuvalu 9,700 26 373 0.3 24 900,000
   Niue (N.Z.)  1,600 259 6 -2.4 64 390,000
   Tokelau (N.Z.) 1,200 12 100 0.0 101 290,000
   Pitcairn Islands (U.K.) 50 39 1 n.a. 51 844,426
MICRONESIA 545,900 3,214 170 1.6 10,782 10,405,000
   Guam (U.S.) 172,300 541 318 1.9 126 218,000
   Federated States of Micronesia 110,600 701 158 0.5 6,112 2,780,000
   Kiribati 95,500 811 118 1.9 1,143 3,550,000
   Northern Mariana Islands  (U.S.) 84,700 471 180 2.7 1,482 777,000
   Marshall Islands 52,700 181 291 1.0 370 2,131,000
   Palau 20,200 488 41 0.6 1,519 629,000
   Nauru 9,900 21 471 2.3 30 320,000
TOTAL 9,332,650 551,483 17 2.0 54,230 29,369,426

 

Pacific Islands diversity 
Though the region is often referred to as a single entity such as Oceania, the Pacific or the South 
Pacific, it is in fact an extremely humanly diverse region with over one thousand different ethnic 
groups and languages. The four westernmost Melanesian countries consistently rate amongst the 15 
most culturally and linguistically diverse countries at a global level whether measured in terms of 
ethnic groups, religions or languages and adjusted for population size or land area12.   
 
The total variety exhibited by the world’s natural and cultural systems, known as biocultural 
diversity, is also extremely high for the Melanesian countries even without the inclusion of the rich 
marine biodiversity as until recently few data sets were available for marine biodiversity in these 
countries13 (Table 2). 
 

                                                 
11 Population and land area data Secretariat of the Pacific Community (http://www.spc.int/sdp), EEZ and coastline data 
from Pacific Islands Applied Geoscience Commission (http://www.sopac.org) 
12 Harmon and Loh 2004, Loh and Harmon 2005. 
13 Fedder and Govan 2007 
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Responding to the challenges in Melanesia and Polynesia 
From the above some of the challenges facing Polynesia and particularly Melanesia include: 

x Extremely high population growth and increasing risk of poverty, 
x Introduced governance systems poorly suited to national circumstances, and 
x Lack of government resources and capacity, particularly for regulatory functions. 

 
These challenges are resulting in increased pressure on natural resources leading to erosion of 
biodiversity, livelihoods and even conflict. In response, a shift in resource management strategies 
has occurred over the last decade or so, building on some of the regional strengths highlighted 
above – diversity, traditional tenure and local governance. This shift towards Community Based 
Resource Management, particularly in Melanesia and Polynesia is probably unprecedented on a 
global scale and is the subject of this report.  

Customary land and sea tenure – obstacle or opportunity? 
With the exception of Tonga between 81-98% of the land in independent Melanesia and Polynesia 
(Table 3) remains under some form of customary tenure and group or individual right of access to 
land through customary processes still remains one of the main components of ethnic and national 
identity.   
 
7DEOH����'LVWULEXWLRQ�RI�ODQG�E\�V\VWHP�RI�WHQXUH�LQ�0HODQHVLD�DQG�3RO\QHVLD��$XV$,'��������

� Publica � Freeholdb � Customary �
&RRN�,VODQGV�� 6RPH�� /LWWOH�� �����
)LML�� ���� ���� �����
1LXH�� ������ ���� �������
3DSXD�1HZ�*XLQHD�� ������ ������ �����
6DPRD�� ����� ���� �����
6RORPRQ�,VODQGV�� ���� ���� �����
7RNHODX�� ���� ���� �����
7RQJD�� ������ ���� ����
7XYDOX�� ���� ������� �����
9DQXDWX�� ���� ���� �����

a  Includes Crown land and land owned by provincial and local governments. b Includes land that is not 
strictly freehold, but similar in characteristics, such as the ‘perpetual estates’ found in Solomon Islands. 

 
Customary tenure systems vary from group to group and it is important to avoid assumptions based 
on practices elsewhere. Generally speaking though, the systems are not communal but rather 
different people or institutions may hold overlapping rights (e.g. travel vs residence/marriage vs 
extraction) over the same land in a hierarchy of entitlements and obligations which are passed down 
through the generations (although other forms of transfer are possible)24.  In simple terms, 
customary tenure can be seen as a balance between group and individual rights and obligations, 
with land ownership being held at group level and land use and resource access being exercised at 
the individual or household level25. 
 
Some countries have codified or formally registered customary tenure which provides a basis more 
suited to meshing with western style land use planning but may have removed some of the 
flexibility inherent in such systems (e.g. Fijian tenure – Figure 5). Importantly, traditional tenure 
systems are increasingly under external (and sometimes internal pressure) to reform, being seen as a 

                                                 
24 Ward 1998,  
25 Fingleton 2005 
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resources to fund enforcement great care would be warranted before undermining traditional 
environmental stewardship. 
 
Typically these tenure systems embrace land and sea without western style distinction in the quality 
of the ownership of either.  Customary owners may often have rights over the areas of sea adjacent 
to their land but in other cases rights may pertain to more distant groups.  Definition of seaward 
boundaries may be equally variable and indeed have evolved, frequently the drop-off or edge of 
seaward reefs may constitute a boundary but offshore tuna fishing spots for instance may extend 
boundaries miles seaward30. 
 
A review of traditional marine resource management in the Pacific Islands (Table 4) suggests that 
customary marine tenure (CMT) was probably the norm in most coastal communities with the 
exception of perhaps the relatively few areas where marine resources did not play an important role 
in life.  CMT was the principal and enabling resource management strategy in the Pacific Islands 
and specific management tools were applied within this context building on these ownership and 
use rights.  Possibly the most prevalent of these tools may have been spatial or temporal 
prohibitions or bans i.e. closure of access to individual species or marine resources in general in 
certain areas and/or for defined time periods and/or involving specific technologies – generally 
grouped under the term “taboo” though the name varies depending on the cultural group31 (see Box 
1).  
 
7DEOH����+LVWRULFDO�DQG�FRQWHPSRUDU\�OHJDOO\�VXSSRUWHG��-��RU�H[LVWHQFH�IRU�SUDFWLFDO�SXUSRVHV��)��RI�FXVWRPDU\�
PDULQH�WHQXUH��&07��LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�,VODQGV�DQG�HYLGHQFH�IRU�WUDGLWLRQDO�XVH�RI�FORVHG�DUHDV�LQ�PDQDJLQJ�PDULQH�
UHVRXUFHV��5XGGOH�������-RKDQQHV�������.XHPODQJDQ��������

Region/country/island CMT 
historical 

CMT 
current 

Traditional 
closures      (country of association)

MELANESIA   
   Papua New Guinea   ¥ F ¥ 
   Fiji Islands ¥ F/J ¥ 
   Solomon Islands ¥ F ¥ 
   New Caledonia (Fra.) ¥ ? ? 
   Vanuatu ¥ J ¥ 
POLYNESIA       
   French Polynesia (Fra.) ¥ ? ¥ 
   Samoa ¥ F ¥ 
   Tonga ¥ X (1887) ? 
   American Samoa (U.S.) ¥ ? ¥ 
   Wallis and Futuna (Fra.) ¥? ? ¥ 
   Cook Islands (N.Z.) ¥ F ¥ 
   Tuvalu ¥ F ¥ 
   Niue (N.Z.)  ¥ ¥ ¥ 
   Tokelau (N.Z.) ¥ ¥ ¥? 
   Pitcairn Islands (U.K.) ? ? ? 
MICRONESIA       
   Guam (U.S.) ¥? X  ? 
   Federated States of Micronesia ¥ Some ¥ 
   Kiribati ¥ F ¥ 
   Northern Mariana Islands  (U.S.) ¥ X? ? 
   Marshall Islands ¥ X ¥ 
   Palau ¥ ? ¥ 
   Nauru ¥ X? ? 

                                                 
30 E.g. Zann 1985 
31 The word “taboo” has entered the English language from Polynesian roots. In the South Pacific a variety of 
pronunciations and spellings are used but in this document the English spelling is used unless referring to taboos in a 
specific country or cultural context. 
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A myriad of other resource management practices have 
been documented, for instance Johannes (1978) lists bans 
on catching of spawning individuals, limiting quantities of 
catches, release of a proportion of catch or undersized 
individuals, banning types of fishing equipment, holding 
excess catches in enclosures, limits on effort (e.g. number 
of traps), ban on taking bird or turtle eggs and reserving 
easily accessible areas or species for times of poor fishing 
conditions. In fact it would appear that “modern” fisheries 
management tools can find traditional counterparts in 
virtually every case.  
 
There are a wide variety of documented motives behind 
the declaration of traditional bans (or taboos) and other 
marine resource management practices. Areas, species or 
seasons may be declared off limits due to the death of a 
prominent community member, as part of rituals such as 
initiation, as sacred sites or for “re-stocking” in 
preparation for a feast for instance.  This variety of motivations has led some to question the 
existence of an indigenous conservation ethic and indeed, this may have only existed in 
communities highly dependent on relatively limited resources, those that have previously faced 
their own carrying capacity and developed cultural forms to regulate use of their environment. 
However, what is less open to dispute is potential impact of these traditional practices on limiting or 
reducing pressure on resources.  Although respect for such traditional rules may be seriously under 
threat from the pressures of modernity there appears to be solid basis upon which to construct 
locally appropriate resource management suitable to the modern context32.  

Traditional and local governance systems 
Indicators gathered by the World Bank (Figure 4) serve to underscore the poor performance of 
introduced governance systems which is exacerbated by low budgets and the logistical difficulties 
of governing small countries composed of far flung island groups.  Importantly, these and other 
indicators measure governance “by government” and while communities and external observers 
readily share this poor assessment of government performance, the latter tend to ignore the rich and 
diverse systems still operating at the local level based on traditional governance structures33.   
 
Indeed in countries such as Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, PNG and Fiji most of the “governance” 
experienced by the majority of the population is “traditional governance” in some more or less 
hybridized form.  Communities commonly criticize modern governance structures as being top-
down, lacking consultation, unresponsive to local needs, bureaucratic and inadequate in managing 
conflict. Communities acknowledge one of the key roles of government as being in service delivery 
e.g. education and other development services although this is deemed inadequate in part because of 
incompatibility with local or traditional governance structures.  
 
Traditional governance, in Melanesia at least, is broadly evolving in an attempt to adapt to change. 
Communities strongly favour maintaining key features of traditional governance such as 
transparency, accountability (in that decisions are made locally), relevance and conflict 
management while also generally supporting the integration of these systems into western 

                                                 
32 Johannes 2002 
33 Govan et al. 2005, FSPI 2003 

%R[�����3DFLILF�,VODQG�WHUPV�
GHVFULELQJ�WUDGLWLRQDO�EDQV�RU�
FORVXUHV��*RYDQ�HW�DO�����D��
3DUNV�DQG�6DODIVN\�������
Cook Islands   ra’ui  
Fiji    tabu  
French Polynesia rahui 
Hawaii    kapu 
Marshall Islands  mo 
New Zealand   rahui 
Palau   bul 
Papua New Guinea  tambu  
Samoa   sa 
Solomon Islands  tabu 
Tuvalu   tapu 
Vanuatu  tabu 
Tokelau  lafu 
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governance and providing some safeguards against mal-adaptations of traditional roles under 
pressure from development (e.g. corruption of chiefs in the face of logging or harvesting interests). 
One expressed need is for this process of integration to more actively involve local communities in 
discussing and designing hybrid systems that build on the strengths of each and address some of the 
weaknesses that have emerged34.  
 
The fields of natural resource management and conservation have seen the dawning of similar 
realizations of the need to build on customary tenure and governance as we shall see below. 

The “demise” and renaissance of community resource management 
The traditional tenure systems and resource management strategies that had been prevailing 
throughout the region experienced gradual erosion with the increased impact of colonization in the 
20th century.  The reasons for this loss were multiple and varied from place to place – populations 
suffered translocations, reduction and expansion, World War 2 (with large armies based and 
fighting on the, often small, islands) and engaged with (or had imposed) western economic and 
governance models.  
 
Western colonial governments, following the pattern established in North America and Europe, 
commenced establishing national parks and similar categories of protected areas, mainly terrestrial 
and on state land35 (Table 5).  Though Community Conserved Areas (CCA) continued to exist these 
were not formally recognized and indeed the tenure systems and local capacity to enforce tenure 
was eroded to the extent that by 1978 Robert Johannes warned of the “demise of traditional marine 
conservation methods”.  The coming of independence to the majority of island nations in the 1970s 
did not immediately change matters but by the 1980s realization of the ineffectiveness of western 
approaches to conservation in countries with local tenure and little ability to enforce conservation 
measures began to dawn.   
 
7DEOH����+LVWRU\�RI�SURWHFWHG�DUHDV��3$V��DQG�&RPPXQLW\�&RQVHUYHG�$UHDV��&&$V��LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�,VODQGV�
5HJLRQ��DGDSWHG�IURP�$[IRUG�������-RKDQQHV�������
� Main developments Protected areas 
Ļ 1900 :LGHVSUHDG�FXVWRPDU\�WHQXUH��DQG�WUDGLWLRQDO�UHVRXUFH�

PDQDJHPHQW�
7DERRV��VDFUHG�VLWHV��ILVKHULHV�
FORVXUHV�HWF���&&$V��

1900 Ļ &RORQLDO�UXOH�±�HURVLRQ�RI�WUDGLWLRQDO�V\VWHPV�DQG�ILUVW�
³QDWLRQDO´�DSSURDFKHV�WR�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�

&&$V��WKRXJK�LQ�GHFOLQH��DQG�a��
WHUUHVWULDO�³VWDWH´�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV�
�3$V��

1950 Ļ &RORQLDO�UXOH�±�LPSRVLWLRQ�RI�WHUUHVWULDO�³3DUNV´���SDSHU�
SDUNV��

&&$V�LQ�GHFOLQH�RU�LJQRUHG�����
VWDWH�3$V�DOPRVW�HQWLUHO\�WHUUHVWULDO�

1960 Ļ 6WDUW�RI�GHFRORQL]DWLRQ��ZHVWHUQ�OHJLVODWLYH�DSSURDFKHV�
VWLOO�SUHGRPLQDWH�

���QDWXUH�UHVHUYHV�DQG�QDWLRQDO�
SDUNV��VWDWH��GHFODUHG����PDULQH�
�.LULPDWL��

1970 Ļ 0RVW�LVODQG�VWDWHV�DWWDLQ�LQGHSHQGHQFH��QDWLRQDO�
DSSURDFKHV�WR�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DORQJ�WKH�ZHVWHUQ�PRGHO��
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�KRZ�WR�GHDO�ZLWK�FXVWRPDU\�WHQXUH�
XQGHU�WKLV�DSSURDFK�H�J�:LOGOLIH�0DQDJHPHQW�$UHDV�LQ�
31*�

���3$V�GHFODUHG��PDLQO\�VWDWH�
GHVLJQDWHG�DQG�����WHUUHVWULDO��
7UDGLWLRQDO�UHVRXUFH�PDQDJHPHQW�
LQ�³GHPLVH´�

1980 Ļ *URZLQJ�DZDUHQHVV�RI�HQYLURQPHQWDO�GHJUDGDWLRQ�DQG�
FDOOV�IRU�SURWHFWHG�DUHD�HVWDEOLVKPHQW��5HFRJQLWLRQ�RI�
FXVWRPDU\�WHQXUH�EXW�VWLOO�JHQHUDOO\�UHJDUGHG�DV�
REVWDFOH�

���3$V��SUHGRPLQDQWO\�VWDWH�SDUNV�
DQG�UHVHUYHV������RQ�FXVWRPDU\�
ODQG�PDLQO\�LQ�31*�����RI�DUHD�
PDULQH��

                                                 
34 FSPI 2003 
35 Axford 2007 
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The renaissance of community based marine resource 
management 
Before discussing the status of marine managed areas in the region it is important to clarify 
definitions of locally managed marine areas, community conserved areas and marine protected 
areas in the context of Pacific Island customary tenure and conservation practices.   

Definition of Community Conserved Areas 
Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas (ICCAs) have recently been recognized for their 
actual and potential contribution to global conservation targets.  The nomenclature of Community 
Conserved Areas (CCAs) has already been adopted in the region (e.g. in Vanuatu’s Environment 
Act) and as most countries are “indigenous” the shortened term CCA is used in this report though 
internationally ICCA is the dominant term. The accepted definition of ICCAs/CCAs by Borrini et al 
(2004) is: 
 
CCAs are natural and/or modified ecosystems containing significant biodiversity, ecological and 
cultural values, voluntarily conserved by indigenous, mobile and local communities through 
customary laws or other effective means.  They can include ecosystems with minimum to substantial 
human influence, as well as cases of continuation, revival or modification of traditional practices or 
new initiatives taken up by communities in the face of new threats or opportunities.   
 
Three key features are needed in order to define a CCA: 
1. A strong relationship exists between a given ecosystem, area or species and a specific 

indigenous or local community concerned about it because of cultural, livelihood-related or 
other strongly felt reasons.  

2. The concerned indigenous or local community is a major player in decision making about the 
management of the ecosystem, area or species?  In other words, the community has—de jure 
[i.e. legally] or de facto [in practice]— the power to take and enforce the key management 
decisions.  

3. The voluntary management decisions and efforts of the concerned community lead to38 the 
conservation of habitats, species, ecological functions and associated cultural values regardless 
of the objectives of management as perceived by the community. 

Community Conserved Areas and customary tenure 
The first two key features of CCAs are indeed characteristics of the large proportion of terrestrial 
and marine territory under customary tenure in the independent island countries of the Pacific.  In 
the broadest sense, all areas under customary tenure and for which the inhabitants have that special 
obligation of stewardship discussed above (typified by the Fijian vanua) meet the first two criteria 
of Community Conserved Areas.   
 
Regarding the third feature, it could be argued that customary stewardship results in “more 
conservation” than alternative and elsewhere more common tenure systems in which people have a 
less engrained “duty of care”.  On the face of it, the argument for the enhanced resources 
management provided by customary tenure is supported by evidence such as expulsion of poachers, 
prevention or control of squatters or control of access to natural areas (through fees) commonly 
experienced in the region.    
 
However, despite the genuine and profound relationship between people and land there are many 
examples of such areas being exploited unsustainably by their “stewards”39.  Many factors may be 
                                                 
38 …or, at least, are well in the process of leading to the conservation of habitats, species, ecological functions and associated cultural 
values … 



6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF� 28

at play here including loss of traditional knowledge about the environment, increasingly efficient 
and speedy methods in which exploitation or damage can be wrought and new interpretations by 
traditional decision-makers as to the extent of their traditional rights and obligations in modern 
scenarios of cash incentives and the ability to be absentee “landlords”. 
 
It is important to state that customary tenure has the potential to be an important basis for sound and 
appropriate systems of resource management but that this needs to be more explicitly dealt with in 
national policy and perhaps provision made to safeguard against some of the weaknesses emerging 
under modern pressures. In the absence of such guidance, and despite the possibility that many 
areas under customary tenure may in fact constitute CCAs, it is deemed more prudent for the 
purposes of this study to consider as CCAs only such areas under customary tenure in which 
resource management or livelihood objectives have been made explicit and can be deemed to lead 
to conservation impacts as described in the 3rd factor above.   

Definition of Locally Managed Marine Areas and Marine Managed Areas 
In 2000 a regional gathering of Pacific Island community members and practitioners coined the 
phrase Locally Managed Marine Area (LMMA) as being the most suited to the types of marine 
resource management being undertaken or envisaged in the region.  
 
LMMA: An area of nearshore waters and coastal 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. 
 
The word “local” was chosen over “community” – recognizing that conservation projects are often 
collaboratively-managed by both the community and the government or some other external body.  
Also, the words “protection” and “protected” are not used because of acknowledgement that the 
conservation tool(s) employed within an LMMA may involve a combination of management 
approaches that include species-specific reserves, temporary or shifting reserves, and/or harvest 
effort limitations (such as gear or seasonal restrictions)40 and need not imply a complete ban on 
resource extraction.   
 
Thus LMMAs should not be confused with the closed or taboo portion of marine area. An LMMA 
could conceivably be entirely open to extractive use following certain regulations or rules although 
more normally one or several portions of an LMMA will be permanently or temporarily closed to 
resource extraction.  The use of the term LMMA in this document does not imply membership of 
the “LMMA network” which has operated in some of the countries since 2001. 
 
The term Marine Managed Area (MMA) has likewise emerged over the last decade with the 
intention of reducing the implication of complete protection or ban on all extractive activities 
inherent in the term Marine Protected Area41. There are a number of definitions of the term MMA 
but for the purposes of this report the broadest is developed and adopted here without entering into 
details of permanence or duration42. 
 
MMA: An area of marine, estuarine, and adjacent terrestrial areas designated using federal, state, 
territorial, tribal, or local laws or regulations intended to protect, conserve, or otherwise manage a 
variety of resources and uses. 

                                                                                                                                                                  
39 For example sale of all giant clams on local reefs to Taiwanese fishers/poachers in Govan et al. 1988; Kinch, 2002, in press 
40 Parks and Salafsky 2001. Govan et al 2008a 
41 Baird et al. 1999 
42 Derived from Baird et al.  1999 
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Definition of Marine Protected Areas 
Since 1993 the generally accepted definition of Marine Protected Area has been:   
 
“Any area of intertidal or subtidal terrain, together with its overlying water and associated flora, 
fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law or other effective means to 
protect part or all of the enclosed environment.”43 
 
With the publication of IUCN’s new “Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management 
Categories” it is expected that the new definition for Protected Area should supersede and 
encompass the old definition.   
 
The new definition of Protected Area (and therefore MPA) is: A clearly defined geographical 
space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the 
long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values 
 
The new guidelines provide opportunities for Pacific Island resource managers to clarify the status 
of their MMAs and for instance recognition of ICCAs is discussed along with mention of specific 
examples from the South Pacific (Samoa community fishing reserves)44.   
 
The guidelines outline and clarify categories of protected area with a wide spectrum of potential 
management objectives - of most use in the Pacific context may be Category V which could include 
“The preservation of long-term and sustainable local fishing practices or sustainable coral reef 
harvesting…” and Category VI which may be “predominantly natural habitats but allow the 
sustainable collection of particular elements, such as particular food species or small amounts of 
coral or shells”.  The authors also open the door to different zones within an MMA being placed 
under different categories and thus some current closed areas could conceivably be assigned to the 
most restrictive IUCN categories.  In addition, cases where “seasonal, fulltime, temporary or 
permanent controls are placed on fishing methods and/or access” could qualify as MPAs if they 
meet the protected area definition. 
 
The guidelines are therefore an opportunity for Pacific Islands to ensure that their efforts towards 
sustainable resource management qualify as MPAs and therefore towards their international 
commitments and obligations.  However, the phrase that qualifies all categories and modalities of 
protected area “if they meet the protected area definition” provides challenges for IUCN and Pacific 
Island managers in ensuring a satisfactory outcome. As stated by the authors:   
 
Although [the new definition] loses the specific reference to the marine environment, it does ensure 
a clearer demarcation between conservation focused sites and those where the primary purpose is 
extractive uses i.e., fisheries management areas. It does not preclude the inclusion of relevant 
fishery protection zones but they need to be consistent with the new definition to be included as an 
MPA by IUCN/WCPA-Marine. Thus all areas of the sea that are dedicated in some way to 
conservation will qualify and for those that do not, there is clarity on how to move forward to 
achieve formal recognition by IUCN as a MPA. 
 
One issue that will need further clarification and discussion with Pacific Island stakeholders is the 
definition of “conservation” to be applied and whether this includes sustainable use which while 
contemplated by some of the categories is not explicitly addressed in the document.  Contentiously, 
at least in the context of Pacific Island traditional notions of conservation and CCAs which lean 
towards sustainable use as a prime driver, the application of the principle qualifying protected areas 

                                                 
43 Kelleher and Kenchington 1992 
44 Dudley 2008 



6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF� 30

“only those areas where the main objective is conserving nature can be considered protected areas; 
this can include many areas with other goals as well, at the same level, but in the case of conflict, 
nature conservation will be the priority”.  This sits ill with the bulk of Pacific Island CCAs which 
are periodically opened for harvest or at least have livelihoods as a primary objective as described 
below. 
 
On the other hand, the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Marine and 
Coastal Protected Areas) adopted the following definition: “Marine and Coastal Protected Areas 
mean any defined area within or adjacent to the marine environment, together with its overlying 
waters and associated flora, fauna, and historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by 
legislation or other effective means, including customs, with the effect that its marine and/or coastal 
biodiversity enjoys a higher level of protection than its surroundings” (Secretariat of CBD 2004)45. 
If this definition is maintained by the CBD then there may be no issue as it is to the CBD that the 
main national obligations on MPA coverage pertain.  
 
In the context of the Pacific and the IUCN definitions the main challenges may be:  

x Determining the community’s (and thus the site’s) main objective,  
x Reliably differentiating between sites based on these objectives  
x Reconciling indigenous understanding and definitions of “nature conservation” with 

those adopted by IUCN  
x Determining the usefulness of the new IUCN definition compared to the CBD 

definition in the context of Pacific Island nations and their cultural and national 
aspirations. 

A note on terrestrial conservation 
The following sections focus mainly on marine managed areas as is the remit of the study but also 
because the bulk of experience and documentation has been generated in coastal and inshore areas.  
It is important to highlight though that there is an immediate and vital need for community 
conservation initiatives addressing land to be brought to the fore.    
 
Terrestrial conservation should be addressed along with marine not only because of the particularly 
acute crisis affecting terrestrial biodiversity in the Pacific but also the impacts on land such as 
logging and waste are largely uncontrolled and where they occur are likely to be amongst the major 
threats to inshore marine areas46. 
 
Novel and existing approaches urgently need strengthening and while terrestrial conservation may 
be more difficult to address through community conservation alone, much of the experience 
generated in coastal areas relating to process, techniques and governance will be invaluable. 

An inventory of MMAs in Melanesia and Polynesia 
The MMAs of Melanesia and Polynesia have been inventoried on at least two occasions47 but these 
studies are out of date owing to the rapid progress of community conservation and the further 
decline of the “paper parks”. The information from these studies has been incorporated (at least 
partially) in global databases such as World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA - www.unep-
wcmc.org/wdpa) and MPAGlobal (www.mpaglobal.org).  The global databases provide coverage of 
officially designated protected areas but no indication of their continued implementation and have 
not registered the bulk of LMMAs or CCAs, particularly in Melanesia.   

                                                 
45 World Bank 2006 
46 Watling 2007, Jenkins et al. 2007 
47 Huber and McGregor 2002, Axford 2007 
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A regional inventory of LMMAs has been compiled as a main output of the current study through 
correspondence with project staff and community members, site visits, and the assistance of 
national and regional organizations.  Data, current up to January 2008, were provided by the WDPA 
and were used in place of “official” country lists which were lacking in most cases (except Tonga, 
Cook Islands, New Caledonia and French Polynesia).  The summary findings for independent South 
Pacific countries are presented in Table 6 and for overseas territories and associated states in Table 
7, country summaries and the complete database are in Annexes 1 and 5.   
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Protected Areas  (WDPA)* 
 

8 45 92 8 22 12 1 26 214

Marine Managed Areas (all records) 
 

39 246 166 84 127 18 10 55 745

Marine Managed Areas "Active" (est.) 
 

24 217 80 54 113 6 4 20 518

Locally managed marine areas 
 

23 217 86 59 113 6 10 44 558

Community Conserved Areas 
 

23 217 79 82 109 0 10 44 564

No-take Zones 
 

24 222 94 82 115 9 3 44 593

MMA coverage, all records (Km2)** 18.9 10,880 3,764 209.1 1,381 10,009 75.6 89.4 26,427
LMMA coverage (Km2) 18.1 10,816 59.4 119.5 941 92.9 75.6 58.1 12,180
No-take Zones (Km2)   18.9 593.0 18.0 15.8 310.5 10.1 50.2 89.4 1,107

* Protected areas with marine component 
** Includes 9,916 km2 in Tonga (Ha'apai CA and others), 440 km2 in Solomon Islands (East Rennel 
World Heritage Area marine component) and some 3,700 km2 in PNG. All deemed to be inactive. 

 
While most of the territories and associated states (Table 7) maintain relatively accurate lists of 
MMAs which are more or less reflected in the WDPA and other databases, the situation is reversed 
for the independent countries of the South Pacific.   
 
The official protected area lists (where they exist) and the WDPA data do not accurately reflect the 
situation on the ground in the independent countries. In terms of numbers these lists usually do not 
include the majority of the functioning LMMAs or CCAs and conversely do include sites that have 
been abandoned, degazetted or are proposed. The effectiveness of many of these protected areas is 
widely questioned but cannot be assessed on the present data. But it is clear that a number of 
“officially” listed sites which contribute vast areas to national and regional statistics on managed 
marine area are not in operation, to the extent that users may not even be aware of their existence. 
Such is the case for the Ha’apai Conservation Area in Tonga48, the marine area of the East Rennell 
World Heritage Area in Solomon Islands and a number of sites in PNG49 which together account for 
up to 14,000 km2 or more than half of the independent countries combined total. These figures 

                                                 
48 AusAID 2007 
49 Jenkins and Kula 2000 
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Current status of LMMAs in Melanesia and Polynesia 
Melanesia and Polynesia have seen an impressive increase in the number of conservation and 
management areas over the last decade.  The application of community based coastal resource 
management is the common thread.  Traditional knowledge and resource ownership combined with 
a local awareness of the need for immediate action are frequently the starting points for these 
community driven initiatives.  
 
The promising community initiatives such as those found in Fiji, Samoa, Cook Islands and Vanuatu 
are not based solely on traditional mechanisms, as communities find ways of adapting traditional 
practices to modern times and integrating community governance in wider national contexts. 
Communities setting up local management will often, though not always, seek to complement their 
existing knowledge and skills by asking government and non-government organizations for advice 
and assistance in interpreting scientific knowledge and implementing planning processes. 
 
Supporting organizations have increased their emphasis on collaborative and participatory 
approaches in line with the worldwide realization that local aspirations, livelihoods, conservation 
and inshore fisheries management should be integrated51.  In many respects the Pacific has taken the 
lead with hundreds of communities in Fiji, Vanuatu, Solomon Islands, Samoa, Papua New Guinea, 
Tuvalu, Cook Islands and Micronesia now proactively engaged in managing their coastal resources 
for a variety of reasons.   
 
Approaches range from the customary or traditional to complex multi-stakeholder co-management52 
involving government agencies and NGOs and are known by as many names as there are sponsors; 
LMMA, VBRMA, CBRM, CBFM, VFMP53 to name a few.  
 
Fiji has shown an impressive rate of expansion supported by a national network of NGOs and 
government organizations promoting “locally managed marine areas” known as FLMMA. More 
than 200 villages spread across the 14 provinces in Fiji have established some form of community-
based management measures and the numbers have increased steadily every year over the last 
decade.  This is due in great part to trickle down or snow-ball effects which has seen skills passed 
from village to village and requests from interested communities surpassing available support 
capacity. 
 
Samoa has shown the strongest government investment  (originally supported by AusAID) in 
community based fisheries management that had resulted by the late 1990s in a national network of 
dozens of village fisheries management areas, some 50 appear to be active today and the numbers 
remain steady or slowly increasing.  Also in Samoa, the Environment Department is supporting 
more than 20 communities practicing no-take reserves within the two large MPA systems of 
Aleipata and Safata.   
 
Many communities in Vanuatu have preserved traditional management in the form of ‘tabu’ areas 
and in others this tradition has been revived with the support of fisheries officers, other government 
organizations and NGOs. Some estimates suggest as many as 80 villages actively manage their 
marine resources in this manner in Vanuatu54. 
 

                                                 
51 Govan, H. 1997, Whittingham et al. 2003.  
52 Johannes 2002, Govan et al. 2006. LMMA 2006. FSPI 2004-2006, Aswani and Hamilton 2004a, Feral 2008 
53 Locally Managed Marine Areas, Village Based Resource Management Areas, Community Based Resource 
Management,  Community Based Fisheries Management, Village Fisheries Management Plans. 
54 Johannes and Hickey 2002 
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Cook Islands has a number of traditional taboos known as ra’ui that have been maintained and ra’ui 
were reintroduced on the main island of Rarotonga in 1998, six of which remain at present. 
Solomon Islands has seen impressive progress in the last few years with currently over 100 NGO 
supported LMMAs, Tuvalu too is registering significant gains with communities keen to register or 
revive local conservation areas.  Papua New Guinea has seen progress in the face of considerable 
challenges with strategies becoming more defined.  Initiatives are in the early stages for Tonga 
which has seen the establishment of 6 special management areas so far under a Fisheries Division 
nation-wide strategy.  
 
The dependent states and territories are progressing well using more Western style PAs and New 
Caledonia has recently made impressive progress with the declaration of a massive lagoonal World 
Heritage Area.  American Samoa and French Polynesia are combining traditional resource 
management and sustainable use approaches with national protected area systems. 

Contribution of Marine Managed Areas to international commitments 
The signatories to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) including all Pacific Islands 
Countries, as well as France, New Zealand and Australia, agreed to establish “comprehensive, 
effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems” of MPAs by 
2012. In 2006, this target was quantified to “at least 10% of each of the world’s marine and coastal 
ecological regions effectively conserved by 2010”55.   
 
The outputs of the 2003 World Parks Congress (Durban Accord and Durban Action Plan) called for 
“strictly protected areas” in the marine environment that should cover “at least 20–30% of each 
habitat” The terms “habitat” and “ecological region” were not formally defined either at the 2003 
World Parks Congress or in the CBD outputs, work has progressed in some regions to develop 
frameworks for marine conservation planning using generalized biogeographic patterns56. 
 
The Pacific Islands have made various national commitments, in the South Pacific those of Fiji and 
American Samoa are noteworthy and Samoa and French Polynesia have made 15% commitments in 
their National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans57.  Fiji committed in 2005 at the 10 Year 
Review meeting of the Barbados Programme of Action for Small Island Developing State in 
Mauritius to “by 2020, at least 30% of Fijis inshore & offshore marine areas, (I qoliqoli’s) will have 
come under a “comprehensive, ecologically, representative networks of MPAs, which are 
effectively managed and financed”58.  
 
Following the recommendations of the US Coral Reef Task Force that 20% of US coral reefs be 
covered by no-take MPAs, American Samoa�has also committed to developing a network of no-take 
MPAs with a target of 20% of the territory’s coral reef ecosystems by 201059.  
  
An immediate challenge facing the region is that, with the possible exception of the two 
Samoas, it does not appear that international or national commitments have been interpreted 
in the light of nationally available data on coastal areas, habitats and ecological regions.  
 
For instance in the case of Fiji, with perhaps the best access to data, interpreting the commitments is 
confusing; the I qoliqoli (traditional fishing grounds) are estimated at 25,588 km2, inshore marine 
areas at 156,058 km2 (25,588 km2 of internal waters and 130,470 km2 of archipelagic waters) and 

                                                 
55 Wood et al. 2008, Benzaken et al. 2007 
56 Spalding et al. 2008  
57 Benzaken et al. 2007 
58 Speech by the Minister of Foreign Affairs & External Trade; Head of delegation to the Review of the BPOA + 10; 
Hon. Minister Kaliopate Tavola 
59 Gombos et al. 2007. 
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offshore marine areas could equate to territorial waters (approx 114,464 km2) or the whole EEZ 
(1,260,000 km2)60. Similar clarification may be needed on the ecological and habitat commitments.  
 
The appearance of a new global biogeographic classification, termed marine ecoregions of the 
world (MEOW)61 along with other ecological data-sets recently identified and collated by Bevis 
Fedder62 and coastline, continental shelf and EEZ data being collated by the regional organizations 
SPC and SOPAC should allow progress to be made in interpreting these commitments at national 
levels.  For countries to seriously address international commitments these parameters will need to 
be defined by the relevant national authorities.  
 
Such a detailed analysis is beyond the scope of the present work but initial comparisons with readily 
available datasets (Table 8) suggest that Fiji, New Caledonia and French Polynesia may be on track 
to meeting their commitments at the inshore or coral reef ecosystem level.  However, the situation 
for other countries is cause for concern and all countries are far from meeting their commitments if 
“strict protection” is interpreted as “no-take zones”. The region as a whole may be estimated to 
have just over 30,000 km2 under MMAs based on figures for the associated states/territories 
and LMMA coverage for the independent countries. This represents under 0.2% of the 
combined EEZ and only Fiji and New Caledonia are within reach of the global average of 
1.5% of EEZ protected63 with 0.8% and 0.9% respectively. In terms of territorial waters 
estimates the figures are equally disheartening with a regional average between 3-4% and Fiji and 
New Caledonia at 10% and 24%. For those countries with estimates of continental shelf the figures 
are more encouraging with Fiji Islands, French Polynesia, New Caledonia and Samoa all exceeding 
35% coverage by MMAs and an overall average of some 14%. 
 
7DEOH����&RPSDULVRQ�RI�LQYHQWRULHG�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF�ZLWK�DYDLODEOH�GDWD�RQ�FRDVWDO�
DQG�PDULQH�H[WHQVLRQ�DQG�HVWLPDWHV�RI�UHHI�DUHD��DUHDV�ZKLFK�PD\�KDYH�DFKLHYHG�����RU�JUHDWHU�FRYHUDJH�
DUH�GRXEOH�XQGHUOLQHG�DQG�WKRVH�EHWZHHQ����������DUH�VLQJOH�XQGHUOLQHG���

 EEZ Area a  
Territorial 
waters b 

Contin-
ental shelf 
area c 

Inshore 
Fishing 
Areas d 

Reef 
area 
(km²) e 

Total 
marine 
area 
manage
d (Km2) 

LMMA 
area, all 
records 
(Km2) 

No-take 
Zones 
(Km2)  
Area 

   American Samoa  390,000 9,910  530 220 174 3 159
   Cook Islands 1,830,000 31,314   1,120 19 18 19
   Fiji Islands 1,290,000 114,464 19,497 47,705** 10,020 10,880 10,816 593
   French Polynesia  5,030,000 243,885 4,959  6,000 2,837 441 1,282
   New Caledonia  1,740,000 68,665 46,257  5,980 16,188 - 445
   Niue  390,000 2,983   170 31 0 ?
   Papua New Guinea   3,120,000 355,699 132,401 191,256 13,840 3,764* 59 18
   Samoa 120,000 9,995 584 2,087 490 209 120 16
   Solomon Islands 1,340,000 140,038 25,922 36,282 5,750 1,381* 941 311
   Tokelau 290,000 6,999 <50 1 1 ?
   Tonga 700,000 37,526 3,191  1,500 10,009* 93 10
   Tuvalu 900,000 18,975   710 76 76 50
   Vanuatu 680,000 69,169 13,582 11,483 4,110 89 58 89
   Wallis and Futuna  300,000 5,686   940 0 0 0
Totals 18,120,000 1,115,308 >246,393 >289,343 50,900 45,656* 12,625 2,992

a SPC statistics, b SPC PROCFish project,.c WRI, d Seas Around Us project,  e Spalding et al. 2001, * significant over-estimate ** the I 
qoliqoli (traditional fishing grounds) are estimated at 25,588 km2  
 

                                                 
60 Data from K. Tabunakawai and SPC Procfish project (territorial waters using 12NM from coastline) 
61 Spalding et al. 2008 
62 Fedder and Govan 2007 
63 Benzaken et al. 2007 
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Physical characteristics of LMMAs 

Extent of the managed area and no-take zones 
Customary tenure offers the potential for community resource management over the bulk of Pacific 
Island land and coastal waters. In the application of LMMAs around the region many have chosen 
to concentrate on localized bans, closed areas or taboos.  However, the higher area coverage of 
LMMAs compared to no-take zones for most countries in Table 6 reflects that an increasing number 
of LMMAs are aiming to manage the whole customary fishing ground64 (and in some cases the 
terrestrial areas as well) with a variety of rules imposed, usually including a no-take or taboo zone 
in part of the area. This is a significant move towards realizing the full potential of customary tenure 
in tackling watershed or ecosystem wide issues. 

Size 
The areas covered by individual LMMAs vary widely within and across countries, large managed 
areas include Kia in Solomon Islands, Aleipata and Safata MPA in Samoa, Pere in PNG and 
Macuata and Yadua Taba in Fiji all of which extend more than 50 km2, more than 1,000 km2 in the 
last two cases.  No-take zones are characteristically small (Table 9), the median size in most 
countries is less than 1.0 km2.  Large no-take zones do exist (e.g. Arnavon MCA in Solomon 
Islands, Dravuni in Fiji or the Funafuti CA in Tuvalu) although these have experienced significant 
challenges in enforcement.  It appears that a major feature of no-take zones under LMMAs is 
their small size probably relating to factors such as ownership, ease of enforcement and 
reluctance to exclude large areas from livelihood activities. 
 
7DEOH����6L]H�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�QR�WDNH�]RQHV�LQ�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF��
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Area 18.9 593.0 18.0 15.8 310.5 10.1 50.2 89.4 1,107
Average 1.3 2.6 0.6 0.2 3.3 1.7 16.7 -  
Median 0.9 1.0 0.2 0.1 0.5 1.5 11.8 -  
Maximum  4.1 41.2 6.5 1.1 157.8 2.9 36.0 -  
Minimum 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.88 0.02 -  

 
Recommendations for minimizing risk (for conservation of biodiversity) or maximizing yield (for 
fishery management) suggest that a minimum of 20% and an optimum of 30–50% of the total 
management area be set aside in reserves65.  If the management area is taken to be the national 
inshore fishing zones then as discussed above almost all countries have major shortfalls in attaining 
this optimum.  Proportions of LMMA set aside as no-take zone could give some indication of the 
coherence of strategies in place (Table 10). Although consolidated figures mask the effects of a few 
large LMMAs, indications are that the LMMAs in Solomon Islands, PNG and possibly Tonga and 
Samoa may be moving towards optimum proportions of no-take zone in their strategies.  Fiji at 5% 
of the total LMMA set aside as reserves may be falling short of the recommended optimum if the 
extent of the LMMAs corresponds with the fishing or management area. For the remaining 

                                                 
64 Kia and Vella Lavella sites supported by WorldFish in Solomon Islands, villages employing rules other than no take 
zones e.g. Johannes and Hickey 2004 and FSPI 2006 in Vanuatu and Safata and Aleipata MPAs in Samoa. 
65 Halpern and Warner 2003 
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countries the figures reflect the lack of records for overall managed area rather than relative 
importance of no-take zones. 
 
7DEOH����3URSRUWLRQ�RI�PD[LPXP�UHFRUGHG�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHD��00$��DQG�RYHUDOO�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�
DUHD��/00$��XQGHU�QR�WDNH�]RQHV�RU�UHVHUYHV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF��DUHDV�LQ�NP����
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MMA coverage  18.9 10,880 3,764 209.1 1,381 10,009 75.6 89.4 26,427
LMMA coverage  18.1 10,816 59.4 119.5 941 92.9 75.6 58.1 12,180
No-take Zones  18.9 593.0 18.0 15.8 310.5 10.1 50.2 89.4 1,107
 100%+ 5% 0% 8% 22% 0% 66% 100% 4% 
 100%+ 5% 30% 13% 33% 11% 66% 100%+ 9% 

Permanence and constancy 
Permanence is taken to mean the proposed duration of management, the majority if not all LMMAs 
tend to designate a specific period for closures, frequently 1-5 years, after which they can be 
reviewed and potentially extended.  Management plans or agreements may be reviewed more 
regularly and indeed the adaptive management practiced by many sites can lead to changes in rules 
or locations of closed areas within very short timeframes. 
 
Constancy refers to whether protection is year round, seasonal or rotational. The bulk of no-take 
zones in LMMAs are occasionally opened for harvest.  Cases of permanent closure exist but others 
are implemented on a periodic basis. Some may be opened for harvest rarely (special occasions 
such as major feasts) while others may be regularly opened e.g. yearly and others may rotate 
between open and closed. The constancy of no-take zones in the region may be classified as: 
 

x Year-round closure: permanently closed 
x Seasonally opened: opened on specific defined occasions e.g. for harvest during a fish run 
x Seasonally closed: closed for specific occasions e.g. spawning event 
x Conditional opening: opened responding to specific triggers e.g. stocks recovered or food 

for feast required but as a default the area is closed 
x Rotational: closures cycle between several defined areas 

 
Out of a sample of 81 no-take zones in Solomon Islands, around 54% are reported as permanent, 
31% rotational and 15% periodic.  However, “permanent” sites may include a section which is 
periodically opened and “permanent” sites may be opened if circumstances change66. 
 
Under the above classification the bulk of no-take zones within LMMAs would fall under the 
category of “conditional opening” though traditional closures in French Polynesia (rahui) and 
Cook Islands (ra’ui) are often rotational and rotational closures are also being implemented 
in Solomon Islands.   

                                                 
66 Such as in the 20+ sites in Roviana and Vonavona – S. Aswani pers. comm. Between 80-95% of FLMMA sites 
supported by IAS in Fiji are estimated to have been opened or likely to be so (R. Vave and J Comley pers. comms.) 
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Networks, clusters and umbrellas  

Sub-national networks, umbrellas or clusters 
A majority of sites are located in clusters, networks or groupings reflecting in some cases an 
ecological intent to provide a network of sites but, in the majority, reflecting logistical or 
political factors making it easier to support sites in relatively close proximity. Examples of 
such social networks supported at a sub-national level include the PNG-LMMA network which 
operates for logistical reasons as two regional networks and the move towards decentralized 
implementation of the FLMMA network in Fiji. This has been pioneered by the Kadavu Yaubula 
Management Support Team (KYMST) in the province of Kadavu and now being implemented in a 
similar fashion for other provinces67. There are also examples in Fiji, Solomon Islands and 
Vanuatu68 of communities picking up or requesting the approach inspired by neighbours’ 
experiences.   

National networks 
National networking activities are carried out to some extent by government departments and for 
example the Samoa Fisheries department promotes inter-community exchanges and connects 
donors and information sources with the end users.  All the Melanesian countries have found it 
useful, if not fundamental, to develop networks or umbrellas to assist in information and experience 
sharing, capacity building and policy development.  Such networks have the support of one or more 
NGOs and can consist of the more simple coastal management committees promoted by FSPI in 
Tuvalu or Kiribati (which include main government and NGO stakeholders in occasional updates 
and joint actions) to the longer running and highly successful FLMMA network, the PNG LMMA 
network and the Solomon Islands LMMA network (SILMMA).  The recent impressive progress of 
Solomon Islands in developing the institutional basis for LMMAs or inshore fisheries management 
included joint elaboration of best practice guidelines and agreed principles under government and 
SILMMA auspices. All these networks depend for their success on contributions or investments in-
kind by their NGO and government members.  

International and regional networks 
The large regional inter-governmental organizations and the big international NGOs operate de 
facto networks in the region, consisting of member governments in the former case and local offices 
or affiliates in the latter.  Many of the activities are not specifically targeted at support of existing 
approaches to MMAs and therefore may have peripheral benefits at best, informal discussions at 
meetings and so on.  In a number of cases it is quite surprising how slowly lessons and experiences 
have permeated within these networks, suggesting that existing mechanisms could be improved or 
utilized to add value for relatively little additional cost. 
 
The most prominent non-inter-government networks operating in the South Pacific are the Locally 
Managed Marine Area network and networks operated by large NGOs such as Foundation of the 
Peoples of the South Pacific - FSPI (Melanesia, Kiribati and Tuvalu), The Nature Conservancy - 
TNC (Solomon Islands and PNG) and Worldwide Fund for Nature - WWF (PNG, Solomon Island, 
Fiji, Cook Islands and New Caledonia) amongst their partners and partner communities.   
 
The LMMA network was conceived in 2000 and has operated since then in Fiji, Palau, PNG, 
Federated States of Micronesia, Indonesia, Philippines and Solomon Islands. More recently a site in 
Vanuatu has joined and other countries and sites have been involved in a variety of ways including 
Samoa, Cook Islands, Tuvalu, French Polynesia, Hawaii and New Zealand.  The main activities 
have been formal learning through monitoring following a structured guide, informal learning 

                                                 
67 Tawake 2007 
68 FLMMA, FSPI and FSPV 
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through exchanges and meetings, training and support of national networks.  It is generally accepted 
that the LMMA network has greatly contributed to the development of MMAs and even the 
creation of ecological MPA networks in the region69 and similar impacts can be attributed to the 
networks of FSPI70, TNC and WWF.  

Ecological MMA networks 
The sub-national and some of the national social networks described above appear to be 
fundamental to implementation of MMAs in the region.  Much less experience is available 
regarding implementation of ecological MMA networks perhaps owing to the fundamental bottom 
up approach not being too amenable to external planning guidance.  Major examples include 
Macuata, Kubulau and Kadavu in Fiji71 and Kimbe Bay in PNG72, each taking different approaches 
to ecosystem or ecological networking.  It is perhaps too early to determine lessons learned from 
these approaches though it will be interesting to determine the cost/benefit contributions of 
centralised planning compared to more decentralised and organic approaches to encourage the 
maximum number of communities to adopt LMMA approaches within national or sub-national 
support networks.  

Drivers of LMMA establishment 
The diversity of cultural and physical settings in the Pacific have of course given rise to wide 
variety of MMAs across Melanesia and Polynesia, even more so as these have been revived or 
adapted into the context of the new and evolving nations. In an attempt to tease out some of the 
underlying differences and lessons learned, the LMMA “phenomenon” is examined from the 
perspective of the drivers both community and external, tenure and governance contexts, and 
financial support. 

Initiator 
This refers to the spectrum of internally (locally/community) driven initiatives through externally 
imposed ones. Assessing who is driving community based conservation initiatives has important 
implications in terms of the sorts of results to be expected and the likelihood of initiatives being 
sustained73.  Classified from internally generated to more externally initiated we may distinguish 
amongst the LMMAs in Melanesia and Polynesia the following broad categories: 

1. Sacred areas: Sacred areas still survive in some areas. These are perhaps the most 
“internally” driven of all in that in many cases they are considered secret or at least sensitive 
information.  Community members may not necessarily associate these areas with “resource 
management” and may not count them locally as CCAs even though they may well be the 
most respected of all restricted areas. Inventories of such areas do not appear to exist and 
given the sensitivities no concerted attempt to inventory them was undertaken in this study 
though personal observations and communications confirm their existence in Guadalcanal, 
Malaita, Gela and Shortland Islands in Solomon Islands, New Ireland, Manus Province and 
the Lihir group of PNG74. It is important to point out too that many such sites are no longer 
locally respected and this may be a continuing trend. 

2. Taboos: Closures or bans go under a variety of names (Box 1) and were probably 
traditionally used in all areas where communities depended on marine resources. These 
taboos can apply to specific areas, species, seasons or fishing methods and are usually for a 
determined time period.  Such taboos were and to some extent are still imposed for 
important events such as the death of an important person in the community or clan, 

                                                 
69 Rowe 2007, UNEP-WCMC 2008 
70 Kinch 2006 
71 Jenkins 2008, Tawake 2007 
72 Green et al. 2007 
73 Seymour 1994, Govan 1997 
74 Pers. Observation, pers. comms: Hugo Tafea, Simon Foale, Warwick Nash, Daniel Afzal 
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circumcision and other local rituals and in preparation for important feasts or events75.  An 
extreme taboo would be that of the sacred areas mentioned above which were usually 
permanent but other taboos or bans are much more flexible. Although taboos imposed in the 
traditional manner still occur in Vanuatu, the outer islands of the Cook Islands, Fiji, 
Solomon Islands and PNG for example, taboos are increasingly externally driven, either as a 
reaction to outside pressures on resources, as part of cultural revival movements or indeed as 
a more or less appropriate translation of western resource management concepts and 
particularly the Marine Protected Area (MPA).  In some if not many cases the initiator may 
thus be an external agency, commonly a Big International NGO (BINGO). The mismatch 
between western concepts of MPA and the local perception of taboo raises various 
important issues highlighted in Table 11. 

3. “MPAs”:  The term MPA is now increasingly used by communities. This is often a sign of 
external “environmental awareness” programmes or indeed projects and usually lends itself 
to community interpretation that there is something more to be expected than just the 
benefits that might be expected from a traditional ban. Whether or not these expectations are 
justified or realistic, they may include increased “tourism”, alternative livelihood projects or 
other spin-offs from outsiders such as accommodation payments or sales of handicrafts. 
While some MPAs may be set integrating traditional bans or no-take zones and local 
governance (e.g. Safata MPA in Samoa) others may be extremely reliant on outside 
interventions and indeed be hard to sustain after the intervention has finished76.  In a number 
of cases communities are directly offered incentives in exchange for creating a no-take 
reserve or MPA. 

4. Western style parks, conservation and protected areas: some of the older protected areas 
may have been established in relatively top-down and extremely externally driven ways. 
Those that are still active are likely to have invested considerable resources in attempting to 
increase community involvement with varying degrees of success or cost effectiveness.  

 
An important correlation is self-evident, the more externally driven the initiative the more the costs 
in financial terms are borne by external agencies and the less these are borne (in transaction costs 
and social capital) by the local communities.  Therefore the distinctions made above are likely to 
have profound effects on the sustainability of the approaches. 
 
7DEOH�����*HQHUDOL]HG�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�03$V�DQG�WDERR�DUHDV��
 MPA Taboo area 
Duration 3HUPDQHQW� /LPLWHG�RU�SHULRGLFDOO\�KDUYHVWHG�
Size 6PDOO�WR�ODUJH� 8VXDOO\�VPDOO�
Purpose %LRGLYHUVLW\�SURWHFWLRQ�RU�PXOWLSOH� 5HVRXUFH�PDQDJHPHQW�RU�IRRG�VHFXULW\�
Governance /HJLVODWLRQ� ,QGLYLGXDO��FODQ�RU�FRPPXQLW\�UHFRJQLWLRQ�
Enforcement ([WHUQDO�DVVLVWDQFH� /RFDO�
Design considerations 0DLQO\�WHFKQLFDO���ELRORJLFDO� 0DLQO\�VRFLDO�RU�SUDFWLFDO�
Perceived analogy ,QYHVWPHQW�JHQHUDWLQJ�EDQN�

DFFRXQW���³VSLOORYHU´�
6DYLQJV�EDQN�DFFHVVHG�ZKHQ�QHHGHG�±�
³SLJJ\�EDQN´�

 
Table 11 illustrates the potentially large differences between the western and local perceptions of 
closed areas. Despite the words MPA and taboo often being interchanged there are fundamental 
differences likely to impact on their acceptability by the local population and also their ecological 
function.  Given the increasing success in reviving the traditional taboo it is important that 
researchers and planners consider how the specificities of the system can best be supported in 
achieving wider national and global strategies e.g. the best use of small and periodically 
opened reserves. 

                                                 
75 e.g. the Vanuatu case documented by Hickey 2006 
76 cf.  2 large regional projects Aitaro et al. 2007, Baines et al 2002 and a large national one Baines et al. 2006 



6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF� 42

Motivation of support institutions 
The renaissance of community based resource management in the Pacific has been supported or 
actively promoted by a variety of institutions varying from local communities themselves, 
government and a variety of non government organizations and initiatives.  Traditional and local 
initiatives may have a variety of motivations as touched on above but the active support of 
particular external institutions has up until recently defined the approach taken and in many ways 
the outcomes.   
 
The motivation of external support institutions can be broadly categorized as: 

1. Fisheries development and management: Some of the early programmes that resulted in 
the creation of LMMAs were promoted by national fisheries departments, notably those of 
Vanuatu and Samoa. Both resulted in dozens of LMMAs with primary fisheries 
management objectives, many of which continue to this day.  Recently an NGO with a focus 
on fisheries management has started supporting establishment of LMMAs in Solomon 
Islands as have government projects in Tonga and PNG. 

2. Conservation:  Undoubtedly the biggest financial investment in the creation of CCAs has 
been carried out with funds earmarked for conservation via international conservation 
NGOs, regional intergovernmental organizations and to a lesser extent national NGOs. A 
notable exception is the case of the Safata and Aleipata MPAs supported by the Samoan 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment.  

3. Community development: A number of national (and at least one regional) community 
development NGOs have been successful in raising funds, often from conservation sources 
to promote LMMAs as part of community sustainable livelihood or good governance 
strategies. Other organizations include the regional university and a church have been 
instrumental in driving at least two networks of LMMAs.  

 
Experience over the last decade has led to a shift of emphasis and blurring of the above distinctions. 
The realization that community needs are a vital driver has seen a greater integration of community 
development, conservation and wise fisheries management as a primary sustainable livelihood 
strategy in the discourse of support institutions. 

Community engagement approaches used 
The initiators or supporters of LMMA establishment may engage with communities through formal 
and informal meetings as, for example, in the cases of Vanuatu Fisheries Department and the Cook 
Islands approaches in the 1990s.  Other approaches may be based on long term engagement with 
communities and careful embedding of the process in local institutions such as in Roviana, 
Solomon Islands77. Perhaps the bulk of community engagement strategies have moved from the 
original “environmental awareness” or “preaching conservation78” approaches towards 
incorporation of participatory methodologies using graphic tools to facilitate more inclusive 
discussion and analysis.     
 
A widely adopted approach stems from the Samoa Village Based Fisheries Management Program 
which was used in Samoa79 and has since been adapted for use in PNG80, Tonga and to a lesser 
extent Solomon Islands, Tuvalu and other pilot sites81. The approaches places emphasis on good 
process and respect for traditional organization. Tools used include awareness campaigns and 
participatory planning to facilitate community problem and solution analysis and, ultimately, the 
elaboration and agreement of a community fisheries management plan overseen by a Fisheries 
                                                 
77 Aswani and Hamilton 2004a 
78 Van Helden 2005 
79 King and Lambeth 2000 
80 Lambeth and Watt 2004 
81 http://www.spc.int/Coastfish/Sections/Community/management_initiatives.htm 
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Management Committee. Specific management solutions are not promoted but rather tailored to 
meet identified problems and ongoing review or evaluation of plan implementation are encouraged 
over other sorts of monitoring.  
 
Another widely applied approach is based on Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA/PLA)82.  PRA 
tools were developed in a number of marine resource management contexts83 and with the objective 
of empowering communities to manage their own resources were trialed and subsequently widely 
adopted in Fiji84.  These or similar PRA tools have been widely applied or adapted in Solomon 
Islands85, Tuvalu, PNG86 and other countries.  The approach uses a suite of participatory analysis 
and planning tools to facilitate a process of situation analysis, problem identification, awareness and 
information generation, and community planning leading to management or action plans. No 
assumptions are made about optimum institutional structure and as part of a general adaptive 
management framework the need for monitoring is raised and often promoted. The incorporation of 
traditional knowledge occurs within the context of each tool used but may also be highlighted in 
specifically tailored tools.  
 
The widespread application of PRA based methodologies has provided approaches that are readily 
adaptable to a variety of contexts and application by field teams from varying backgrounds.  These 
methodologies have played a fundamental role in the rapid expansion of LMMAs in Fiji and 
elsewhere but as is to be expected some significant misapplications appear to be emerging.   
 
While in all cultural contexts the involvement of all resource users is important in achieving self-
enforcement of community agreed restrictions on resource use, this is nowhere more crucial than in 
Western Melanesia.  The more structured and hierarchical societies of Polynesia, and to some extent 
Fiji87, may be able to rely on respect for community leaders to secure enforcement of plans but this 
is not a sufficient basis in the rest of Melanesia or elsewhere where community leadership is being 
eroded. 
 
Community ownership of LMMA projects is vital to secure sustainability of processes and 
ultimately of natural resources, this ownership is being reduced through: 

x Inadequate involvement of appropriate stakeholders: The complexities of tenureship and 
community power structures as well as the interests of individual fishermen are sometimes 
not taken into account.  Those stakeholders not involved in planning may feel antagonistic 
to the “community plans” and at the very least not respect them - this is often reported as 
“lack of awareness” or “enforcement problems” when in fact it relates more to lack of 
involvement or “process ownership”.  In the absence of in-depth understanding of 
stakeholder structures, attempting to involve the entire community has shown to be a 
worthwhile approach. 

x Adoption (some times inadvertent) of “external” decision making or planning mechanisms: 
The feeling of process ownership by crucial sectors of the community (often heavy resource 
users or decision makers) can be reduced through the use of inappropriate committees or 
representative structures. Another increasingly common erosion of “ownership” is appearing 
in the elaboration of detailed “management plans” often external to the community and that 
little resemble the original community agreements.  Many sites in Melanesia have found that 
one page action plans and matrices with the original community wording command more 
local respect than externally developed wordy documents.  

                                                 
82 Chambers 1992 
83 E.g. Parks 1997 
84 Govan 1999a,b, Govan et al. 2008a 
85 Bruno Manele unpublished participatory tools for MPAs 
86 Lipsett-Moore et al. 2006 
87 But see Sano 2008 
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x Time constraints: The complexity of tenure and other social arrangements such as clan or 
family ownership of reef resources, holding of resource rights by external stakeholders (e.g. 
through marriage) and so on  require extended processes of discussion and consultation long 
after externally facilitated workshops are over. Sometimes processes are carried forward 
with little time allowance due to project and donor pressures. 

 
Western Melanesia would benefit from a substantial review of the participatory approaches 
being used to help adapt them from their more Polynesian origins to the local contexts.  Some 
early experiences from PNG would be expected to make valuable contributions such as the 
approaches developed by the Bismarck Ramu Group in promoting Wildlife Management Areas in 
the late 1990s.  Through trial and error the BRG community facilitators developed approaches that 
used PRA but also informal ‘storying’ and the allocation of sufficient time and appropriate 
process88. It seems that much of this learning process is being repeated (in PNG at least). 

Tenure, institutional and governance contexts 

Tenure systems 
The importance and diversity of tenure systems has been highlighted above as underlying all 
LMMAs but to some extent the issue of tenure has been inadequately addressed.  For instance, 
though a number of guidebooks provide useful approaches, tools and techniques for supporting 
LMMAs little of substance is provided on this topic89. One main reason is that owing to the cultural 
diversity it is difficult to generalize, particularly when the bulk of the recent LMMA work has been 
undertaken in Samoa and Fiji.   
 
At the risk of over-simplification it appears that the marine tenure and governance systems of 
Polynesia and Fiji are more compatible with simple, rapid resource planning and particularly the 
setting of taboos.  In these countries marine tenure or rights reside to a great extent at the village or 
district level which, combined with the more powerful role of chiefs, greatly facilitates area 
planning activities and the closure of particular reef areas.  
 
Marine tenure in Western Melanesia is generally far more complex with systems of rights 
frequently devolving to the family or clan level90.  In effect this means that a number of issues are 
likely to arise that complicate wider resource management, common ones include: 

x A specific reef targeted for closure may be the property of one clan, may indeed represent 
the bulk of their marine area and thus the individual cost to them of the closure is not 
matched by the wider biological benefits to the rest of the community.   

x The challenge of coordinating multiple rights-holders in the formation of larger closed areas 
tends to lead to smaller closures which may not have biologically significant impacts91. 

x The difficulty of enforcing local decisions on people who retain rights of use but may not be 
resident in the community (through emigration or marriage for example).  This only appears 
to have been systematically addressed in one LMMA project92.  

x The need to consult more widely and over longer periods of time to ensure consensus 
amongst a variety of rights-holders without which consensus enforcement may be 
impossible.  

 
There is clearly a need for more guidance and support to practitioners working in Western 
Melanesia to assist in dealing with marine tenure issues. This is all the more important given the 
                                                 
88 Van Helden 2005 
89 King and Lambeth 2000, Lambeth and Watt 2004, Mahanty and Stacey 2004, Govan et al 2008a 
90 See Hviding 1996, Hickey 2006, Aswani  and Hamilton 2004b for examples 
91 E.g. Foale and Manele 2004 
92 Aswani and Hamilton 2004a 
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inherent flexible nature of CMT and the challenges this presents in the face of market led 
development in terms of potential corruption or ambitious/inappropriate claims to rights and 
resources not contemplated traditionally.  

Traditional knowledge 
The approach taken in a majority of cases addresses the incorporation of traditional knowledge 
under the assumption that a bottom-up participatory process will allow important local factors 
including traditional knowledge to be brought into the planning process by the participants. This 
assumption seems valid to a certain extent. In some cases the identification of important aspects of 
traditional knowledge may be structured into participatory tools (e.g. spawning sites in community 
resource maps) but it will be important to ensure that issues and lessons learned are debated at 
national level to ensure that the optimum use of traditional knowledge is being made and both 
strengths and weaknesses identified. 

Legal framework 
CCAs are recognised and supported under the Environmental Management and Conservation Act, 
2002 in Vanuatu and the recognition of terrestrial CCAs is apparent in the Wildlife Management 
Act of PNG. In neither of these two cases does the legislation appear to effectively enable CCAs 
nor appears encouraging enough for communities to make use of it although in the case of PNG this 
may be due to lengthy bureaucratic processes involved. Instead throughout the region 
CCAs/LMMAs are reliant primarily on the implicit acceptance of customary tenure and the 
traditional authority of resource owners.  Where support is necessary various other legal 
mechanisms are employed such as village by-laws in Samoa, fisheries legislation (e.g. Vanuatu and 
Fiji) and respect for the traditional authority of chiefs such as in Rarotonga, Cook Islands93 (see 
Annex 3).  
 
In many cases the Fisheries Legislation is more suited to supporting CCAs given the resource 
management objectives of most of these sites and for instance in Vanuatu there is some degree of 
mismatch or even contradiction between the Fisheries and Environmental legislation. 
 
Vanuatu has an Environmental Registry which contains information on CCAs and other protected 
areas (though this has not been sighted) but it is not clear that such a registry is kept or updated in 
any of the countries covered by this study with the possible exception of the draft Assessment of the 
Effectiveness of Papua New Guinea’s Protected Areas94.  This and other short-comings of the 
environmental legislation most likely reflect the dire lack of resources of the Environment 
Departments in the region.  
 
Reviews have been undertaken of environmental legislation in Solomon Islands95 and such reviews 
are ongoing in other countries such as Fiji96, PNG97, and Vanuatu98. Solomon Islands is currently 
reviewing Fisheries Legislation and is explicitly making provision for community managed areas. 
Fiji too is long overdue for an overhaul of fisheries legislation but the move to enhance the role of 
communities in such legislation is currently on hold owing to the political events of 2006. 
 
More attention needs to be paid to coordinating or integrating Fisheries and other Environmental 
legislation. Given the lack of resources of government departments, the considerable overlap 
between their remits, the reliance that the region is placing on LMMAs to achieve international 

                                                 
93 Fa’asili and Taua 2001, Troniak this report, Tiraa 2006 
94 Chatterton et al. In press 
95 Healy 2006, Lane 2006c, McDonald 2006 
96 Lane 2006a, Clarke in prep. 
97 CELCOR 2008, Van Helden 2005 
98 Lane 2006b 
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commitments and the sustainable use emphasis of the majority of LMMAs it will be vital that any 
review of either legislation take into account the other.  Indeed, integrated legislation dealing with 
local and community resource management would appear a logical step given recent moves towards 
Ecosystem Approaches to management and commitments to Integrated Coastal Management.   
 
Consideration must also be given to the arguments made above regarding the usefulness of 
developing legislation that will be too costly to enforce, produce hurdles or bottlenecks hard for 
communities to surmount, that may undermine traditional authority and strengths or not have the 
flexibility of traditional systems.  

Role of legislation 
The distinct approaches being taken across the region are discovering or developing very different 
roles for national or local legal frameworks.  In essence most cases are situated somewhere on the 
spectrum between two extremes: 
 
1. Communities are not interested or actively averse to developing formal legal mechanisms to 
support their management of the LMMA.  The reasons and rationale for this may include: 

x Little chance that such legalization (gazettal, by-laws, acts, provincial resource management 
orders) will result in any actual enforcement benefits 

x Complex, slow, bureaucratic or even costly processes 
x Poor match of the existing legal structures to the actual needs of the community 
x Fear that the such formal state or provincial involvement will impinge on local resource 

rights or even ownership 
x Fear that the results will be less flexible than the entirely community driven approach, for 

instance for rotating or opening a closed area or changing management objectives 
 

2. Communities actively seek supporting legislation such as byelaws or gazettal. The reasons and 
rationale for this may include: 

x Support the traditional system, especially for the most serious infringements 
x Provide more authoritarian or rigid support for the enforcement of rules within the 

community (possibly avoiding some traditional negotiation or obligations) 
x Provide a tool to enforce rules on community outsiders not necessarily subject to local 

traditional authority 
x Belief that they may obligate 

government to provide more 
enforcement 

x Belief that it may highlight the 
community initiatives and attract 
outside support (projects, tourism etc) 

x Complies with modern legal and 
governance precepts 

 
In reality of course the debate at community 
level is somewhere between these two 
positions.  Melanesian countries, particularly 
Solomon Islands, Vanuatu and Fiji tend to be 
making little use of existing legal structures 
while Polynesian countries such as Samoa have 
integrated development of by-laws into the 
recommended processes for supporting 

%R[����7ZR�NLQGV�RI�SRDFKLQJ�LQ�/00$V��
Poaching is frequently cited as one of the 
major problems in LMMAs. The nature of 
the problem can be more readily addressed, 
or at least understood, if a key distinction is 
made and motives understood:  
 
Poaching by community members: 
Solutions may include improving 
participatory processes, open stakeholder 
meetings and traditional conflict 
management. 
 
Poaching by “outsiders”: Solutions may 
include wider integrated management, 
establishment of LMMAs in poachers’ own 
territory, multi-stakeholder approaches or 
legal enforcement. 
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LMMAs99.  This situation reflects the disparities in governance, chiefly systems and government 
capacity for enforcement highlighted above.   
 
The debate on this matter is lively and should be pursued further, on the one hand raising 
community expectations as to the potential role of governments and court systems which are 
patently over-stretched already is likely to demotivate communities in the long term and on the 
other hand, effective means to support community enforcement particularly in the face of poaching 
from outsiders are urgently needed as the success of these closures attracts the attention of 
commercial and neighbouring fishers (but see Box 2). 

Are LMMAs working? 
Quantifying the success of CCAs and more recently LMMAs is perhaps one of the most interesting 
and hotly disputed issues.  The topic has spawned multiple publications, at least one Ph.D. thesis100 
but is far from being resolved despite relatively large investments in monitoring.   
 
To gain perspective on this question some of the key questions need to be addressed: 

x Who is asking? 
x What are they trying to achieve? 
x What are the actual or perceived outcomes? 
x How can it be measured? 

Key players 
A crucial distinction is between “outsiders” and “insiders” but neither constitute homogenous 
groupings.  The outsiders have been classified on the one hand as donors and international NGOs 
more interested in broader issues of conservation and sustainability while the more locally focused 
group of local NGOs, government and local staff maybe more interested in the details of delivering 
to communities101.   
 
The “insiders” may comprise a variety of stakeholders such as local government, commercial 
fishermen, tourism operators and communities.  Communities themselves are far from homogenous 
and while they tend to form a more cohesive grouping in the South Pacific than in the more 
developed neighbouring countries there are a diversity of often hierarchical members with complex 
relationships and considerable variations in status, power and potential access to benefits. The 
particular composition and dynamics of communities is an immense and highly varied topic, 
beyond the scope of the current work, but accommodating these particularities is crucial to the 
approaches being used and accounts for much of the variation in approaches being used between 
countries.  
 
In discussions relating to success of LMMAs it is therefore vital to identify first whose objectives 
are being evaluated.  LMMA approaches depend fundamentally on community action and therefore 
understanding their objectives and motivations (explicit and implicit) becomes vital. Perhaps even 
more importantly, sustained community intervention can be expected to depend mostly on whether 
benefits to communities (or more accurately key stakeholders in communities) outweigh the costs 
(opportunity costs102) even if these benefits were not originally intended or made explicit.  

                                                 
99 cf. Fa'asili and Taua. 2001 
100 Axford 2007 
101 Axford et al. 2008 
102 Lal and Keen 2002 
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Purpose 
Communities generally speaking have livelihoods as a major priority in setting up LMMAs, which 
are usually aimed at restoring or securing food sources.  Conservation purposes are expressed in 
some cases but it is not clear that these constitute prime or sufficient community motivation, 
assessing this is obscured by local understanding or perception that outsiders are specifically 
interested in supporting conservation initiatives i.e. that this is the answer they want to hear.   
 
7DEOH�����6RPH�SXEOLVKHG�PDQDJHPHQW�REMHFWLYHV�IRU�/00$V�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF�UHJLRQ�
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6RORPRQ�,VODQGV�
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���7R�SUHVHUYH�WKH�PDULQH�SRSXODWLRQV�LQVLGH�WKH�=LQRD�0&$�DV�D�µEUHHGLQJ�VWRFN¶�RI�
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QHZ�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�RXU�SHRSOH�DQG�IXWXUH�JHQHUDWLRQV��>*RDOV�LQFOXGH��&XOWXUH��
�&KULVWLDQLW\�DQG�6DPRDQ�ZD\���)LVKHULHV�	�%LRGLYHUVLW\�PDQJURYHV��$TXDFXOWXUH��
7RXULVP��(GXFDWLRQ�DZDUHQHVV@�

6DIDWD�0DQDJHPHQW�
3ODQ��XQSXEOLVKHG��

3HUH�(QYLURQPHQW�
DQG�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�
$UHD��0DQXV��31*�

���,QFUHDVH�WKH�DEXQGDQFH�RI�WDUJHW�ILVK�DQG�LQYHUWHEUDWH�VSHFLHV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�LQVKRUH�
SURWHFWHG�UHHIV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�QH[W���\HDUV��
���,QFUHDVH�DQG�PDLQWDLQ�WKH�KHDOWK�RI�FRUDO�UHHI�KDELWDWV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�3HUH�
0DQDJHPHQW�DUHD�ZLWKLQ�WKH�QH[W���\HDUV�
���%\�WKH�HQG�RI�WKH�\HDU�������WKH�QXPEHU�RI�LQFLGHQWV�RI�FRUDO�UHHI�EUHDNLQJ�DQG�
KDUYHVWLQJ�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�UHGXFHG�WR�����RI�SUHYLRXV�REVHUYDWLRQV��
���,Q���\HDUV�WLPH��VWRS�LOOHJDO�HQWU\�RI�RXWVLGHUV�KDUYHVWLQJ�ORFDO�PDULQH�UHVRXUFHV�LQ�
3HUH�0DQDJHPHQW�DUHD��
���7R�HQVXUH�WKDW�WRXULVP�DFWLYLWLHV�EHQHILWV�DOO�ORFDO�UHVRXUFH�RZQHUV�E\�������
���(OLPLQDWLQJ�GLVSRVLQJ�RI�QRQ�ELRGHJUDGDEOH�SURGXFWV�LQ�WKH�PDULQH�DUHD�WR�]HUR�
DQG�E\�����RQ�WKH�ODQG�LQ�D�\HDU¶V�WLPH��

3HUH�&RPPXQLW\�
�����

6LQXE��7DE��7DEDG�
DQG�/DXJXP�
:0$V��0DGDQJ��
31*�

7R�SURYLGH�UHIXJH�IRU�PDULQH�OLIH�DQG�KDELWDWV��WR�PDQDJH�ILVKHULHV�DQG�WR�UHVWRFN�
ILVK�SRSXODWLRQV��7KH\�SURYLGH�DQ�LPSRUWDQW�IXQFWLRQ�IRU�IRRG�VHFXULW\�LQ�0DGDQJ�
/DJRRQ��

:HWODQGV�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�HW�DO��1R�
GDWH��
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The objectives of MMAs are frequently made explicit in project documentation or management 
plans which are sometimes published, though more frequently by NGO supported sites than others.  
A sample of such objectives from around the region is given in Table 12.  Community objectives 
tend to revolve around fishery management and livelihood issues and it appears that biodiversity or 
species specific conservation objectives are mentioned more frequently in more top-down or 
externally driven MMAs. The 170 Fiji LMMA sites surveyed during the course of this work by 
University of the South Pacific – Institute of Applied Sciences (USP-IAS) staff reported that the 
primary goal of management in 44% was “fisheries management”, 14% “conservation” and at 42% 
“both”.  The main objectives reported for most sites related to quality of life, threat reduction, food 
security, economic security and income generation.  
 
It also has to be borne in mind that written management or action plans are in themselves a 
symptom of outside support and intervention and that the implicit objectives for communities (or 
some members) may well be very different.  
 
For instance, some implicit objectives recorded in village surveys in Vanuatu include103: 

x Prevent access to neighbouring village  
x Restrict access of immigrant community  
x Protect source of income for custom owners  
x Establish property rights to reef/land areas 

 
It is likely that these implicit objectives play an important role and in particular the  (re-) 
enforcement of property rights and/or exclusion of resource extraction enterprises or other users 
(such as non-native fishers in the Fijian case mentioned in Table 12).  An extreme example of this 
may be recent moves by some communities in French Polynesia to reinstate traditional bans or 
rahui but with the stated intention of closing access only to “outsiders”104. 
 
A survey of the Navukavu site in Fiji, which has a community management plan focused on 
livelihood benefits, found that respondents assigned a relatively high value attached to preserving 
the ecosystem for use by future generations, independent of their own use of the ecosystem (bequest 
value). This was identified by most respondents (78.2%) as the main motivation for protecting the 
marine resource.  The bequest value was estimated to be equivalent to nearly 7% of household 
income. This may reflect the “duty of care” that the relationship between the people and land in the 
vanua situation entails105 and may be one of the first quantitative valuations of an “indigenous 
conservation ethic” in the region. 
 

                                                 
103 Anderson and Mees 1999 
104 Miri Tatarata Pers. Comm.. 2008 
105 O’Garra 2007a 
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management may be used for other purposes or be adapted to handle other types of 
projects110. 

x Resilience and adaptation: supporting local stewardship and promoting understanding of 
people’s potential impact on resources provides a basis for response to new threats in the 
context of adaptive management and helps provide local security111. 

x Health: improving or securing the supply of marine protein has a direct impact on 
community wellbeing aside from the potential to use the same planning process for other 
community priorities including health112. 

x Integrated resource management: addressing a wide range of issues such as watersheds, 
waste management, community events, availability of building materials, erosion control 
and so on113.  

x Cultural survival: the considered use of traditional management measures and knowledge 
may slow the loss of valuable aspects of culture and improve management success, for 
example the use of, and respect for, tabu areas or other traditional closures114. 

x Improved social and human capital: Knowledge, awareness and capacity for resource 
management and sustainable development in general may be increased as well as 
governance and other linkages. 

x Security of tenure: Pacific Island communities usually regard the traditional rights of 
ownership and access to resources as vital to their livelihoods, and indeed identity, and 
perceive that these are being eroded.  Community based management may be seen as a 
means of re-asserting these rights. 

 
From the point of view of many external agencies and donors the motivation for supporting 
LMMAS will likely relate to biodiversity and fisheries impacts.  Communities frequently report 
rapid and appreciable increases of marine resources within closed areas but there is an 
increasing body of technical literature which seems to confirm these observations and indeed 
the potential speed at which this may occur even in cases of periodic closures (Table 13 and 
Table 14).  These increases would seem likely to reflect positive impacts on the biodiversity within 
these areas. Evidence for significant fishery impacts such as overall increased landings or 
reduced catch per unit effort is scarcer but reported in several instances potentially reflecting 
the greater time required for such impacts to be detected. 
 
7DEOH�����5HSRUWHG�LPSDFWV�RI�/00$V�RQ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG�ILVKHULHV�VWRFNV�LQ�/00$V�RI�:HVWHUQ�0HODQHVLD��
Site Management Reported changes Source 
Papua New Guinea 
6LQXE� :LOGOLIH�0DQDJHPHQW�$UHD�� +LJKHU�ILVK�ELRPDVV�LQ�UHVHUYH��16���

�
,QFUHDVHG�GHQVLW\�DQG�GLYHUVLW\�RI�ILVKHV�ZLWKLQ�
FORVXUH�DQG�LQ�DGMDFHQW�XQPDQDJHG�DUHDV��66�
�

0F&ODQDKDQ�HW�DO��������
�
-HQNLQV�HW�DO�������

.LOX� /00$� +LJKHU�ILVK�ELRPDVV�LQ�UHVHUYH��16�� 0F&ODQDKDQ�HW�DO�������
0XOXN�DQG�$KXV�
YLOODJHV�

��7UDGLWLRQDO�FORVXUHV��
SHULRGLF�

+LJKHU�ILVK�ELRPDVV�LQ�UHVHUYHV��66�� 0F&ODQDKDQ�HW�DO��
������&LQQHU�HW�DO�������

��YLOODJHV��1HZ�
,UHODQG�

��/00$V� ,QFUHDVH�LQ�ILVK�ELRPDVV�LQ�WDPEX�DUHDV�DIWHU�FORVHG�
IRU���\HDU��66��

:DONHU�HW�DO�������

3DWDQJD� /00$� ,QFUHDVHV�LQ�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�EOXH�OLQHG�VXUJHRQILVK� /00$������
Solomon Islands 
0DUDSD�1LX� /00$���WDEX� ,QFUHDVHG�VWRFNV�LQ�WDEX� /00$������

                                                 
110 FSPI 2006 (cf. Paonangisu, Vanuatu), Participatory marine resource planning exercises have been used subsequently 
by other projects e.g. Small Grants programmes in Solomon Islands 
111 Cinner et al 2006. Thaman et al 2005. 
112 Leisher et al 2007. 
113 FSPI 2006, Thaman et al 2005. 
114  FSPI 2006, LMMA 2006 
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1XVD�+RSH�
+HORUR�

&RPPXQLW\�03$� +LJKHU�ILVK�GHQVLW\�ZLWKLQ�UHVHUYH��VFDULGV�±�66��
RWKHU�VSHFLHV�16��

$VZDQL�HW�DO�������

7HWHSDUH� &RPPXQLW\�03$� /DUJHU�VL]H�DQG�QXPEHU�RI�WURFKXV�LQ�03$��17�� $OODQ�7LSSHW�%HUR�
�XQSXEOLVKHG��

$UQDYRQ�,VODQGV� &R�PDQDJHG�0DULQH�
&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�

1XPEHUV�RI�WURFKXV�DQG�EHFKH�GH�PHU�LQFUHDVHG�LQ�
FORVHG�DUHD��17��

$&0&$������

Vanuatu 
1JXQD�3HOH� 1HWZRUN�RI�FRPPXQLW\�03$V�

�SHUPDQHQW�DQG�SHULRGLF��
,PSURYHG�DEXQGDQFH�DQG�
ELRPDVV�RI�ILVK��LQYHUWHEUDWH�VSHFLHV��6SLOO�RYHU�IURP�
SHUPDQHQW�UHVHUYHV��66"���

/00$������

0\VWHU\�,VODQG� &RPPXQLW\�03$�� %XPSHU�KDUYHVWV�RI�WURFKXV�LQ�ILVKLQJ�DUHDV�DGMDFHQW�
WR�03$��&2���+LJK�DEXQGDQFH�DQG�VL]H�RI�
LQYHUWHEUDWHV�LQ�03$��17��

7��0DOWDOL�3HUV��&RPP��

7DNDUD� &RPPXQLW\�FORVHG�DUHD���WDEX� ,QFUHDVHG�QXPEHU�RI�ILVK�LQ�WDEX�DUHD��&2�� 7��0DOWDOL�3HUV��&RPP��
3DXQDJLVX� &RPPXQLW\�FORVHG�DUHD���WDEX� ,QFUHDVH�LQ�PXOOHW��SDUURWILVK�DQG�JLDQW�FODPV�LQ�WDEX�

DUHD��32��
7��0DOWDOL�3HUV��&RPP��

0DURX� &RPPXQLW\�FORVHG�DUHD���WDEX� +LJKHU�QXPEHUV�RI�WURFKXV�LQ�WDEX�DUHD��17"�� 7��0DOWDOL�3HUV��&RPP���
/HOHSD��8ULSLY�
DQG�:DOD�

��&RPPXQLW\�FORVHG�DUHDV���
WDEXV�

,QFUHDVHG�ILVK�DEXQGDQFH�LQ�WDEXV��66���>$WWULEXWHG�
WR�DJJUHJDWLRQ@
�

$QGHUVRQ�DQG�0HHV�
�����

66�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLILFDQW��16�1RW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLILFDQW��17�1RW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�WHVWHG��&2�&RPPXQLW\�REVHUYDWLRQ��32�SHUVRQDO�
REVHUYDWLRQ�
DXWKRUV�H[SUHVVHG�FDYHDWV�RU�PHQWLRQ�VLWHV�WKDW�GLG�QRW�UHFRUG�LPSURYHPHQWV�
 
To those benefits identified above must be added others, relating to the impact of support agencies 
and NGOS although often unintended: 

x Project benefits: Projects may specifically pay for conservation activities, implement other 
projects such as “alternative income generation” or provide goods and services as part of the 
project that serve as incentives, ranging from transport and attendance to national and 
international meetings, literature, project or sponsor clothing to buildings and vehicles. 

x Money from researchers and projects: Project activities may lead to income through 
payment for services (food, accommodation, transport etc.), allowances (sitting fees, per 
diems), opportunistic sales of handicrafts or other produce 

x Donations of material goods: Equipment or even personal belongings may be left with the 
community after activities such as monitoring or trial income generation ventures or as 
personal gestures. 

x Prestige of project activity or linkages to outside agencies:  Apart from the opportunities 
that attracting the attention of outside agencies may provide there may be an element of 
prestige involved with working with these organizations. 

x Improvement of social standing:  Community members who attract projects or are able to 
muster resources to implement agendas may be motivated by the opportunity this provides 
to improve their standing within a community or reinforce their existing status (“big man”, 
chief etc.). 

 
7DEOH�����5HSRUWHG�LPSDFWV�RI�/00$V�RQ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG�ILVKHULHV�VWRFNV�LQ�/00$V�RI�)LML�DQG�3RO\QHVLD��
Site Management Reported changes Source 
Tuvalu 
1DQXPHD� &RPPXQLW\�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD� 5DSLG�LQFUHDVH�LQ�DEXQGDQFH�RI�PXOOHW�LQ�FORVHG�DUHD� 6��$OHIDLR�

�SHUV�FRPP��
Samoa 
6DIDWD� 03$�DQG�QR�WDNH�]RQHV� ,QFUHDVHG�ILVK�FDWFKHV�DQG�GHFUHDVHG�WLPH�VSHQW�ILVKLQJ�

�&2��
+��*RYDQ�±�
VWDNHKROGHU�
LQWHUYLHZV�

Cook Islands 
1LNDR��
5DURWRQJD�

5H�LQVWDWHG�WUDGLWLRQDO�FORVXUH�±�
5D¶XL�

³LQFUHDVHG�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG�DEXQGDQFH´�RI�FRUDOV�LQ�
FORVHG�DUHD��66��

+RIIPDQ������

Fiji 
:DLWDEX� &RPPXQLW\�03$� 5HFRYHUHG�KDELWDW�DQG�LQFUHDVHG�ILVK�DQG�LQYHUWHEUDWHV�

LQ�FORVHG�DUHD��66��
6\NHV�DQG�5HGG\�
�����
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³��VLWHV´�
.DGDYX�

/00$V� ,QFUHDVHG�ILVK�������DQG�LQYHUWHEUDWH�������DEXQGDQFH�
LQ�FORVHG�DUHDV�RYHU�����\HDUV��,QFUHDVHV�RI�ILVK�������
DQG�LQYHUWHEUDWHV�������LQ�RSHQ�DUHDV���17��

$��7DZDNH��SHUV��
FRPP���

8FXQLYDQXD� &RPPXQLW\�FORVHG�DUHD��WDEX��
DQG�PDQDJHG�FXVWRPDU\�ILVKLQJ�
DUHD�

,QFUHDVH�LQ�QXPEHUV�DQG�VL]HV�RI�FODPV�LQ�FORVHG�DQG�
KDUYHVWHG�DUHDV��17��

$DOEHUVEHUJ�HW�DO��
�����

6DZD� &RPPXQLW\�FORVHG�DUHD��WDEX��
DQG�PDQDJHG�FXVWRPDU\�ILVKLQJ�
DUHD�

,QFUHDVH�LQ�QXPEHUV�RI�PDQJURYH�OREVWHU�LQ�FORVHG�DUHD�
DQG�³VSLOO�RYHU´��17��

$DOEHUVEHUJ�HW�DO��
�����

0XDLYRVR��
1DYDNDYX�

/00$�DQG�WDEX�DUHD� ��WDUJHW�ILVK�VSHFLHV�VKRZHG�KLJKHU�GHQVLWLHV�LQVLGH�WKH�
WDEX�WKDQ�LQ�WKH�ILVKHG�DUHD��66��

&RPOH\�HW�DO�������

1DYDNDYX� /00$�DQG�WDEX�DUHD� ,QFUHDVH�LQ�VL]H�DQG�QXPEHUV�KDUYHVWHG�RI���RXW�RI���ILVK�
VSHFLHV��66��

+XEHUW������

66�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLILFDQW��16�1RW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLILFDQW��17�1RW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�WHVWHG��&2�&RPPXQLW\�REVHUYDWLRQ��32�SHUVRQDO�
REVHUYDWLRQ�
DXWKRUV�H[SUHVVHG�FDYHDWV�RU�PHQWLRQ�VLWHV�WKDW�GLG�QRW�UHFRUG�LPSURYHPHQWV�
 
There is potential for the intended or un-intended benefits that function as incentives to obscure 
assessments of the long term sustainability of LMMA approaches in the event that these incentives 
are reduced or withdrawn e.g. at the conclusion of a project or handover to government agencies.  
However, the proliferation and endurance of a great many sites across the region with relatively 
little outside support indicates that communities do feel that the approaches have an overall 
beneficial impact on their livelihoods, probably based on some or all the factors mentioned above – 
quantitative evidence of these wider benefits is emerging115.   

Monitoring 
Some level of scientific or quantitative monitoring seems to have been conducted at a majority of 
external agency supported LMMAs around the region.  The bulk is biological monitoring but socio-
economic monitoring has been increasingly promoted and carried out. In many cases monitoring 
has been performed by the external agencies and provide one off research results or other findings.  
There has been a large push towards community-based monitoring which has resulted in many 
training workshops and monitoring teams incorporating community members or even, in some 
Fijian examples, community members carrying out monitoring alone.  
 
The use of data generated through more community-based monitoring approaches to demonstrate 
benefits to wider audiences has presented serious challenges and the ability of the data to rigorously 
demonstrate impacts have been questioned116. The reasons for this are multiple and still the subject 
of analysis but there does appear to have been confusion as to the appropriate approaches to meet 
the variety of objectives of communities and projects.  The wide variety of different reasons for 
which monitoring is promoted or undertaken goes some way to explaining this confusion117: 
 

1. Stimulate community/stakeholder involvement and awareness:   
2. Adaptive management by the community or project (to see if the LMMA is working)  
3. Stock assessment to determine harvesting quantities or timing 
4. Project/donor reporting requirements  
5. Network or programme-wide learning and sharing of lessons 
6. Global or academic learning  
7. Advocacy or promotion of approaches or organizations 

 
Wide consensus exists that communities appreciate participating in monitoring and that the 
community engagement and awareness objective is being met. There are reports of communities 

                                                 
115 Leisher et al op. cit. 
116 Rowe 2007, Fisk 2007a, Govan et al. 2008b, U. Kaly unpublished comms. 2008 
117 Govan et al. 2008b 
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adapting management in the light of monitoring results118 but this probably occurs far less than the 
estimates of 15-20% of sites reported for example in Fiji119.  The quality of much of the data makes 
its use for management questionable at best.  The degree to which other objectives are being met is 
similarly in doubt. 
 
An in-depth evaluation of the role and purposes of monitoring is urgently required, for community 
based as well as externally performed monitoring. The importance of this review lies in the current 
large drain on scarce human and financial resources represented by monitoring which is one of the 
most technically demanding skills and could conceivably be over-promoted owing to the natural 
bias or self interest of researchers as warned by Wilson (2007).  The analysis should also examine 
whether (or more likely how) the various objectives can be met in more cost-effective fashion. For 
the purposes of the large and expanding numbers of community sites it is probable that traditional 
or perception based non quantitative approaches will be most cost-effective (i.e. the “data-less” 
management proposed by Robert Johannes120).  

So, are they working? 
From the perspective of “insiders’ or community members it appears reasonable to state that the 
bulk of LMMAs are “working” based on their proliferation, the continued activity of the majority 
for several years or more and on a variety of community and external feed-back.  However, a 
working LMMA may be achieving outcomes that do not necessarily coincide with external motives 
for supporting the initiative or indeed the community’s original stated objectives.  The wide variety 
of benefits and outcomes listed above suggests that different community members may perceive a 
variety of different benefits of the initiative, the LMMA survives presumably if the aggregate of 
community stakeholders benefits (expected or otherwise) surpass their costs or sacrifices.  
 
There is evidence (almost over-whelming if community perceptions are taken into account) that 
LMMAs can have beneficial impacts on biodiversity and fisheries and this has long been the 
operating assumption. Communities appear to demonstrate satisfaction at exercising more control 
over their natural resources through these initiatives, certain species recover in closed areas but 
these may be harvested during temporary opening of the reserves and thus the benefits may be more 
tangible in terms of regulating “food flow” or security.   But this is not to say that all LMMAs have 
such impacts and indeed in many cases the largest community motivation may come from 
unintended project spin-offs, opportunities and expectations. 
 
The challenge for international, national and local agencies is to assist in maximizing the 
conservation, fisheries or poverty alleviation impacts that the LMMAs may have while not 
undermining the long term sustainability of their support (i.e. by establishing running costs that 
cannot be realistically maintained).  This requires a clearer understanding of community 
motivations on the one hand and improvements in financial monitoring of LMMA cost 
effectiveness from the support agencies perspective on the other.  This approach is advanced in Fiji 
and cost effectiveness is central to some of the approaches in Solomon Islands and Vanuatu.  
 
There appears to be potential for increasing the benefits perceived from LMMAs by 
communities without incurring significant additional costs, for instance through  linkages to 
other institutions, improved fisheries advice or security of tenure.  The community engagement and 
ongoing adaptive management processes that are central to LMMA approaches also have untapped 
potential for wider use in other agencies supporting natural resources issues such as ecosystem 
                                                 
118 Rowe 2007 
119 Seidel 2009 states “the rationale for management adaptations were in most cases not directly attributable to the 
monitoring data” but based on socio-economic considerations. The figure of 15-20% pertains to a survey of liaison 
officers carried out by Rowe 2007. 
120 Johannes 1998 
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Financing Marine Managed Areas in the South Pacific 

Country budgets 
Information on PICT government budgets relating to coastal and marine resource management 
(Fisheries or Environment departments) is not available in a regionally comparable form. Some 
indication of relative government wealth may be derived by looking at overall government 
expenditure, for which data are available122.  Such a comparison highlights the disparity between 
countries in terms of funds available to governments in relation to their population sizes and coastal 
areas (Figure 8).   
 
)LJXUH����2YHUDOO�JRYHUQPHQW�H[SHQGLWXUH�SHU�KHDG�RI�SRSXODWLRQ�LQ�3DFLILF�,VODQG�&RXQWULHV�DQG�7HUULWRULHV���
'DWD�DUH�SORWWHG�DJDLQVW�FRDVWOLQH��<�D[LV��DV�DQ�LQGLFDWLRQ�RI�FRDVWDO�DUHD�WKDW�FRXQWULHV�DUH�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�
�3RSXODWLRQ�HVWLPDWHV�63&�������JRYHUQPHQW�H[SHQGLWXUH�IURP�&,$�:RUOG�)DFWERRN�������������

 
 
The independent countries of Western Melanesia have overall government expenditures several 
orders of magnitude lower than their major development partners.  If these differences are reflected 
in government budgets for environmental management then these countries are attempting to 
manage extensions of coastline comparable to those in developed neighbours but with virtually 
insignificant budgets.  The relevance of high-cost approaches dependent on centralized enforcement 
or intensive research would be questionable in the PICT context on this basis alone.    

Government department budgets 
Budgets for Pacific Island government departments are not readily available and the following 
information for selected countries has been collected from a variety of sources.   

                                                 
122 https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2056.html 
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Fisheries departments 
An annual total budget for the Fiji Fisheries department was reported to be about F$ 2 million in 
2002123 (~US$ 1 million) and it is estimated that in 2006 around US$ 110,000 was allocated by the 
department to “biodiversity conservation”124, the budget for the Vanuatu Fisheries Department is 
Vatu 46 million in 2008 (US$ 0.4-0.5 million). These figures do not differentiate between offshore 
and inshore allocations. The National Fisheries Authority of PNG has at least two divisions relevant 
to community based management; the Industry and Provincial Liaison Division with a budget of 
some US$1.5 million of which US$300,000 is allocated to provincial support and training and the 
Fisheries Management Division with an overall budget of US$2 million.  Many of the major 
expenditures are dependent on donor funded projects or loans125.The Ministry of Marine Resources 
of the Cook Islands has a 2007-8 budget estimate of around US$ 1 million126. 
 
More detailed budgetary information is available for Solomon Islands (SI) as shown in Table 15, 
the overall budget is just under US$ 1 million.  Around US$ 20,000 has been specifically budgeted 
for the support of community based fisheries management since 2007 though these funds may not 
have been released.  It is noteworthy that the inshore and provincial fisheries divisions which would 
be expected to shoulder much of the burden of support to communities’ management (as well as 
their many other duties) amounted to some US$330,000 total budget.   
 
7DEOH�����6XPPDU\�RI�6RORPRQ�,VODQG�0LQLVWU\�RI�)LVKHULHV�DQG�0DULQH�5HVRXUFHV�H[SHQVHV�E\�'LYLVLRQ�IRU�
�����LQ�86�GROODUV��H[FKDQJH�UDWH������������VRXUFH�6��7LOOHU��
Division Name Staffing Operations Total
Aquaculture 14,000 73,000 87,000
Fisheries Mgmt Policy 11,000 21,000 32,000
Headquarters/ Admin 49,000 91,000 140,000
Inshore Fisheries Mgmt 9,000 61,000 70,000
Market and Bus Dvmt 9,000 48,000 57,000
Offshore Fisheries Mgmt 55,000 173,000 228,000
Provincial Fisheries 87,000 170,000 257,000
Statistics and Admin 22,000 59,000 81,000
Grand Total 256,000 696,000 951,000

 
With regards to revenue, over 99% of SI fisheries revenue is generated by overseas licences and 
receipts from international agreements through the Forum Fisheries Agency. Additional overseas 
income is made from transshipment levies and observer fees and all together amounts to US$ 10-13 
million yearly accruing directly to national coffers  Other revenue amounting to about US$100,000 
is generated mainly through local fisheries licences, fish processing and sale of fish and fishing 
equipment.  All revenue goes directly to consolidated funds. 

Environment departments 
The Fiji Department of Environment is estimated to have allocated around US$ 160,000 to 
“biodiversity conservation” and the National Trust another US$240,000 in 2006127.  The PNG 
Department of Environment and Conservation had a budget of around US$ 4 million in 2007 and 
2008 of which about 10% was allocated to the “Management of Protected Areas”128.  The National 
Environment Service of the Cook Islands has a budget of around US$700,000129.  The Solomon 
                                                 
123 Fa’asili et al. 2002 
124 Lees and Siwatibau 2007 
125 http://www.treasury.gov.pg 
126 http://www.mfem.gov.ck/ 
127 Lees and Siwatibau 2007 
128 http://www.treasury.gov.pg 
129 http://www.mfem.gov.ck/ 
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Islands Division of Environment and Conservation had a 2007 budget of around US$ 50,000 and an 
estimate for 2008 of US$ 114,400130. 

Provincial government 
The larger countries have greater or lesser degrees of decentralized government, at least in theory.  
Provincial Governments may be supported through separate budgetary allocations as well as 
receiving support from national fisheries or environment departments.  In practice, though the 
provincial governments may receive valuable assistance in terms of staff support, there may be no 
significant operational budget allocated either centrally or at provincial level (e.g. Manus in PNG 
and Malaita in Solomon Islands)131. 

Government budgets for Community Based Management 
There is one long-standing example of a government funded attempt to support community based 
management at a wide/national scale and that is the experience of Samoa though Tonga is in the 
early stages of a similar initiative. 

Samoa 
The Samoan government has the longest running institutionalized Community Based Management 
approach, the Village Fisheries Management Programme. A total of some 85 sites or communities 
have been engaged since 1999 of which some 40 – 50 are considered to be still active.  An 
indicative budget is presented in Table 16. Clearly salaries represent the major component.  The fact 
that sites are spread across two islands with road access and a degree of decentralization (3 
Fisheries Assistants are located in each island) reduce the transport cost which is underestimated 
given that maintenance and capital costs are not included. The figure of US$67,000 obtained is 
comparable to the estimate published in 2000132 of an annual budget of US$81,000. 
 
7DEOH������,QGLFDWLYH�DQQXDO�EXGJHW�IRU�PDLQWHQDQFH�DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKH�6DPRDQ�QHWZRUN�RI�9LOODJH�
)LVKHULHV�0DQDJHPHQW�3ODQV��VRXUFH��LQWHUYLHZ�ZLWK�7DODYRX�7DXDHID�DQG�DXWKRU¶V�H[WUDSRODWLRQV�RQ�VDODULHV�
DQG�IXHO�FRVWV���
 WST US$ 
Fisheries Advisory Service Budget Request*  

Village support: New communities, existing ones 
and management plan reviews and consultations 9,286 3,158 
Awareness materials and dissemination 8,339 2,836 
Internal capacity building 6,822 2,320 
Mapping boundaries 5,000 1,701 
Others 2,424 824 

Total request 31,871 10,839 
Staff (11 staff) 157,683 53,628 
Transport fuel (50l / week) 8,100 2,755 
TOTAL** 197,654 67,222 
TOTAL per site (assuming 50) 3,953 1,344 
TOTAL per km2 of Marine Managed Area*** 5,475 1,862 
TOTAL per km2 of No-take Zones**** 17,039 5,795 
  
* The budget request is not necessarily approved. 
**Not included maintenance, utilities, occupancy and other 
overheads.  *** assuming 36.1km 2  ****assuming 11.6km 2  

 

                                                 
130 J. Sisiolo pers. comm. 
131 H. Govan, pers. observation 2008. 
132 World Bank 2000b 



6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF� 59

The Aleipata and Safata MPAs are supported by four staff from the Marine Conservation Section of 
the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment which has a budget provision for this and other 
MMA development. These MPAs also receive some assistance from the Fisheries Department. 

Reported project and site budgets 
Relatively little data have been published relating to the costs of establishing MMAs in the South 
Pacific. Notional costs for some sites, members of the Locally Managed Marine Area network, have 
been calculated133 (Table 17), Leisher et al. (2007) mention that the Navakavu LMMA in Fiji has 
cost less than US$12,000 equivalent over the five years since start up (half of this was for a boat).  
Based on the experience of supporting the first 71 sites under the Fiji LMMA network, costs were 
estimated at about $3,000 (US$ 1,600) per site in the first year, $1,000 (US$ 540) in the second 
year, and $500 (US$ 270) per year thereafter134.  Outside of the geographic scope of this study, a 
selection of Palau MPAs are recorded to cost between US$ 13,000 and US$ 451,000 per year 
(Table 18). 
 
7DEOH�����,QGLFDWLYH�HVWLPDWHV�RI�FRVWV��86���SHU�/RFDOO\�0DQDJHG�0DULQH�$UHD�IRU�VHOHFWHG�VLWHV�LQ�WKH�/00$�
QHWZRUN�GXULQJ������LQFOXGLQJ�HVWLPDWH�RI�FRPPXQLW\�FRQWULEXWLRQ��GDWD�PRGLILHG�DIWHU�5RZH��������

COUNTRY Cost per Self-
sustaining site 

Cost per New or 
recently started site 

Cost per Site 
(others) 

Fiji (195 sites) 3,320 6,150 6,580 
PNG (8 sites) - 8,320 14,544 
Solomons (17 sites) - - 2,854  
Palau (23 sites) - - 8,348 
Pohnpei (5 sites) 5,535 2,810 2,506 
 
7DEOH�����(VWLPDWHG�DQQXDO�FRVWV�IRU�H[LVWLQJ�SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�LQ�3DODX��DGDSWHG�IURP�0LOHV������LQ�7KRPDV�
�������

 
Rock 
Islands  

 Nger-
uangel    Ebiil   

Helens 
Reef    Tululeu   

 Ngar-
meduu 
Bay    Nardok   Total 

Area (km2) 340 35 15 163 0.4 15 98 666.4
Salaries   
 $295,000  $22,000  $22,000 $71,500 $11,000 $0 $11,000  432,500
Monitoring & 
Surveillance   $7,500  $43,400  $20,600 $63,750 $1,500 $0 $5,000  141,750
Field Operations  
  $73,000  $11,600  $11,600 $34,000 $600 $600 $5,100  136,500
Research and 
Special Studies   $25,000  $5,000  $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000  55,000
Equipment & 
Materials   $11,000  $10,900  $10,900 $7,900 $7,900 $1,400 $4,400  54,400
Institutional 
Support/Admin.   $9,000  $4,500  $4,500 $8,000 $4,500 $4,500 $4,000  39,000
Training   
 $5,000  $3,000  $3,000 $9,000 $1,500 $0 $7,000  28,500
Construction   
 $10,000  $1,750  $1,750 $0 $0 $0 $1,000  14,500
Education and 
Awareness   $8,500  $1,000  $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000  14,500
Professional 
Services & Audits  $7,500  $500  $500 $500 $500 $500 $500  10,500
 TOTAL   $451,500  $103,650  $80,850 $200,650 $33,500 $13,000 $44,000  $927,150 
 Total/Km2 $1,328  $2,961  $5,390 $1,231 $83,750 $867 $449  $1,391 

   

                                                 
133 Rowe 2007 
134 Aalbersberg et al. 2005 
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Costs of supporting LMMA sites 
In the course of compiling the regional inventory of sites information on cost of MMA 
establishment or maintenance was requested.  Relatively few sites were able to provide cost details 
and in most cases these consisted of total project costs under major headings, full details and 
calculations are provided in Annex 4 and summary results are shown in Table 19. 
 
7DEOH�����<HDUO\�FRVWV�RI�GLIIHUHQW�/00$V�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF��&RVWV�H[FOXGH�FRPPXQLW\�LQ�NLQG�FRQWULEXWLRQV�
XQOHVV�RWKHUZLVH�VWDWHG��86�����
Country Site/project Cost/site Cost/km2 Cost/km2 

No Take 
Zone 

Notes 

6DPRD� 9LOODJH�)LVKHULHV�
0DQDJHPHQW�
3URJUDPPH��9)03��

������ ������ ������ 2QJRLQJ�VXSSRUW�����VLWHV�DQG�\HDUO\�LQFUHDVH�
RI�VHYHUDO�QHZ�VLWHV��

6DPRD� $OHLSDWD�03$� ��������������� ���������� ������±�
������

2QJRLQJ�VXSSRUW��PLQLPXP�UHSUHVHQWV�FRVW�
VKDUHG�ZLWK�6DIDWD��&RPSULVHV���ODUJH�03$�
FRQWDLQLQJ����YLOODJH�17=V��

6DPRD� 6DIDWD�03$� ��������������� ���������� ������±�
������

2QJRLQJ�VXSSRUW��PLQLPXP�UHSUHVHQWV�FRVW�
VKDUHG�ZLWK�$OHLSDWD�&RPSULVHV���ODUJH�03$�
FRQWDLQLQJ���YLOODJH�17=V�

6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

:RUOG)LVK��,VDEHO�
DQG�:HVWHUQ�
3URYLQFH��

������ a���� ������ 3URMHFW�DYHUDJH�FRVW�IURP�VWDUWXS�WR�RQJRLQJ�
VXSSRUW�RYHU�WKUHH�\HDUV����ODUJH�PDQDJHG�
DUHDV�FRQWDLQLQJ����17=V�

6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

::)��:HVWHUQ�
3URYLQFH�

�������03$�
������17=�

� ������ 3URMHFW�DYHUDJH�FRVW�IURP�VWDUWXS�WR�RQJRLQJ�
VXSSRUW�RYHU�WKUHH�\HDUV����VLWHV�FOXVWHUV�RI�
17=V�

6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

)63,��0DODLWD��*HOD��
*XDGDOFDQDO�

�������������� � ��������
������

,QFOXGHV�LQ�NLQG�DQG�RWKHU�LQGLUHFW�FRVWV��
$YHUDJHV�VWDUW�XS�DQG�RQJRLQJ�FRVWV�����
YLOODJHV�����17=V��+LJKHU�ILJXUH�LQFOXGHV�
JRYHUQPHQW��QHWZRUN�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�VXSSRUW�

6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

71&��$UQDYRQ�
,VODQGV�

������� ���� ���� 2QJRLQJ�VXSSRUW����ODUJH�03$�

9DQXDWX� )639� ������ � ������ ,QFOXGHV�LQ�NLQG�DQG�RWKHU�LQGLUHFW�FRVWV��
&RVWLQJ�DYHUDJHV�VWDUW�XS�DQG�RQJRLQJ�FRVWV����
VLWHV���

&RRN�
,VODQGV��

::)� ������������� � �������
�������

6WDUW�XS�FRVWV��2QJRLQJ�VXSSRUW�PD\�EH�DURXQG�
86���������\HDU���(VWLPDWHG��

)LML� 'DNX� ���� ��� ���� 6LWH�RSHUDWLQJ�RYHU���\HDUV�IURP�VWDUWXS�
)LML� 1DVDX� ���� ���� ���� 6LWH�RSHUDWLQJ�RYHU���\HDUV�IURP�VWDUWXS�
)LML� 1DYDNDYX� ���� ��� ���� 6LWH�RSHUDWLQJ�RYHU���\HDUV�IURP�VWDUWXS�
)LML� ����,$6�)/00$�

VLWHV�
���� ����� ������ (VWDEOLVKPHQW�DQG�RQJRLQJ�VXSSRUW�RI�

XOWLPDWHO\�����VLWHV�RYHU���\HDUV��
)LML� :DLWDEX� ������ � ������� 3URMHFW�FRVWV�DYHUDJHG�RYHU����\HDUV��6LQJOH�

VLWH�DQG�VWDII�FRVWV�HVWLPDWHG�XVLQJ�FRQVXOWDQF\�
UDWH�HTXLYDOHQW��

31*� &)0'3��0RUREH�DQG�
.DYLHQJ�

������ � � 3URMHFW�FRVWV�IRU�VLWH�VWDUWXS��2QJRLQJ�FRVWV�
HVWLPDWHG�DW�86�����SHU�IROORZ�XS�YLVLW��6RPH�
������VLWHV��

 
Recently published information on MMA costs in Palau, French Polynesia and PNG were 
recalculated on area coverage basis to complement the above analysis and are provided in Table 20.  
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7DEOH�����&RPSDUDWLYH�\HDUO\�FRVWV�RI�00$V�LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�GHULYHG�IURP�SXEOLVKHG�ILJXUHV��1RW�LQFOXGLQJ�
FRPPXQLW\�LQ�NLQG�FRQWULEXWLRQV�XQOHVV�RWKHUZLVH�VWDWHG��*OREDO�HVWLPDWHV�LQFOXGHG�IRU�FRPSDUDWLYH�SXUSRVHV�
�86�����
Country Site/project Cost/site Cost/km2 Cost/km2 No 

Take Zone 
Notes 

3DODX� 5RFN�,VODQGV� �������� ������ � 0LOHV������LQ�7KRPDV������
3DODX� 1JDUPHGXX�%D\��� ������� ���� � 0LOHV������LQ�7KRPDV������
3DODX� 7XOXOHX��� ������� ������� � 0LOHV������LQ�7KRPDV������
3DODX� 1DUGRN��� ������� ���� � 0LOHV������LQ�7KRPDV������
)UHQFK�
3RO\QHVLD�

3*(0��0RRUHD� �������� ������ ������� )HUDO�������2QJRLQJ�FRVWV�LQFOXGLQJ�
FRVWLQJ�RI�SDUWLFLSDQWV¶�WLPH��

31*� 3HUH��0DQXV� ������ � � 1HZ�VLWH��5RZH�������FRVW�IRU������
QRW�LQFOXGLQJ�FRPPXQLW\�ODERXU�
FRQWULEXWLRQ��

31*� 3DWDQJD��.LPEH� ������� � � 5RZH�������FRVW�IRU������QRW�LQFOXGLQJ�
FRPPXQLW\�ODERXU�FRQWULEXWLRQ��

*OREDO� 0HGLDQ�WRWDO�UXQQLQJ�FRVWV�LQ�
GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV�

� ������ � %DOPIRUG�HW�DO�������

*OREDO� 0HGLDQ�DFWXDO�UHFXUUHQW�
DQQXDO�H[SHQGLWXUH�±�DOO�
FRXQWULHV�

� ���� � %DOPIRUG�HW�DO�������

 
In considering the above figures it is important to bear in mind the high diversity of contexts 
involved making direct comparison of figures inappropriate.  Too few data are available to draw 
firm conclusions on factors contributing to cost but the following features were discerned: 
 
Size of sites: Findings elsewhere suggest that size is the major determinant of MPA cost135 and this 
may likely be the case in the present data.  However, major caveats apply particularly regarding the 
purposes of the MMA and habitats covered.  For example MMAs with fishery objectives may 
optimally require smaller sizes while those addressing endangered species may require large areas 
of open sea or beach which essentially have little fisheries value.  For LMMAs targeting sustainable 
fisheries (where regulations may not be limited to spatial restrictions) cost per site or even per head 
of population served may be of more interest to planners.  
 
Age or maturity of sites: Some sites are relatively long established while others are recent.  Most 
figures in Table 19 correspond to averages for multiple sites at different stages.  In general longer 
established sites seem to have reduced costs e.g.  Daku and Nasau in Fiji.  Extreme cases were 
noted in some sites from major initiatives (South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation Program or 
International Waters Program) or single site MPAs with costs orders of magnitude higher at the 
early or pilot stages. Interestingly, much of this investment was not integral to the ultimate success 
of the approach.   
 
Objectives of supporting agency: Fisheries and development agency sponsored sites appear to 
have relatively lower costs per village but higher area costs of no-take zones compared with sites 
sponsored by conservation organizations. This may relate to the differences in optimum size or 
design for fishery purposes compared to conservation but may reflect less emphasis on promotion 
of NTZs and less reliance on incentives in fisheries sites. 
 
Occupancy or overhead. None of the estimates take adequate account of the running costs of the 
supporting institutions e.g. the existence of an international NGO or government infrastructure.  
Similarly the ongoing costs of building and maintaining institutional human capacity to support 
LMMAs is not adequately reflected in the site estimates.  
 
                                                 
135 Balmford et al. 2004 
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Variation in types of habitat and protection targeted: Some sites designate few habitat types e.g. 
a particular reef while larger ones may include large expanses of open sea as well as other habitats. 
Sites may be permanently closed or allow temporal or species specific variations. The less 
restrictive regulations appear more frequently in the sites with lower investment per community. 
 
Clustered sites and sharing activities: Most data pertains to approaches where several sites are 
supported together. This reduces costs of staff and travel. Further reductions are made where single 
activities can be shared across various villages but this will depend on whether the use of 
“representatives” functions in a given cultural context, Samoa and Fiji are the main examples in this 
data set and show some of the lowest costs per managed area.  
 
Other factors examined in global studies are also probably relevant in the South Pacific, for 
example relative wealth or development status has been found to correlate positively with MMA 
cost136 and may be responsible in part for the elevated costs recorded in French Polynesia and 
Palau.  The same study suggested that isolation correlates with reduced costs and this is potentially 
a factor in the South Pacific where large (and particularly urban) populations may exert high 
pressure on LMMAs requiring more external support for enforcement (e.g. in the Gizo Marine 
Conservation Area in Solomon Islands). 

Networking costs 

International and regional networks 
The large regional inter-governmental organizations and the big international NGOs operate 
networks in the region, consisting of member governments in the former case and local offices or 
affiliates in the latter.  The costs of these networking activities are hard to isolate from those of 
organizational activities, many of which are not specifically targeted at support of MMAs and 
therefore may have peripheral benefits at best; informal discussions at meetings and so on.  In a 
number of cases it is quite surprising how slowly lessons and experiences have permeated within 
these networks, suggesting that existing mechanisms could be improved or utilized to add value for 
relatively little additional cost. 
 
The most prominent non-inter-government networks operating in the South Pacific are the Locally 
Managed Marine Area network (“LMMA Network”) and networks operated by large NGOs such as 
FSPI, TNC and WWF amongst their partners and partner communities.  Some of these networks 
provide ongoing technical support and capacity building to field practitioners, particularly in their 
project portfolios.  These inputs represent some of the major and most consistent capacity building 
and technical back stopping efforts. In the case of the FSPI network this may amount to around 20% 
of total site support investment per country, more during the start-up phase. 
 
The LMMA network has operated since 2001 in Fiji, Palau, PNG, Federated States of Micronesia, 
Indonesia, Philippines and Solomon Islands. More recently a site in Vanuatu has joined and other 
countries and sites have been involved in different ways including Samoa, Cook Islands, Tuvalu, 
French Polynesia, Hawaii and New Zealand.   
 
The main activities have been structured learning through monitoring following under a “Learning 
Framework”, informal learning through exchanges and meetings, formal training, mentoring and 
support of national networks.  The cost to the main donors, MacArthur and Packard Foundations, of 
supporting all these activities is estimated to be around US$ 0.5 million per year. It should be noted 
that the network includes SE Asia, that all sites within the network are expected to fund their own 
site based work and that country networks have also accessed other donors. 

                                                 
136 Balmford et al. 2004 
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National network costs 
National networking activities are carried out to some extent by government departments and for 
example the Samoa Fisheries department promotes inter-community exchanges and connects 
donors and information sources with the end users.  All the Melanesian countries have used 
networks or umbrellas in some form or other to assist in information and experience sharing, 
capacity building and policy development.  All these networks depend for their success on 
contributions or investments in-kind by their NGO and government members and these amounts are 
hard to quantify.  In addition though such networks have received funds through the LMMA 
network and various donors.  Table 21 shows the typical contributions some of the national 
networks received through the LMMA network in 2006. 
 
7DEOH������/RFDOO\�0DQDJHG�0DULQH�$UHD�QHWZRUN�FRQWULEXWLRQV�WR�QDWLRQDO�QHWZRUNV�LQ�0HODQHVLD�DQG�HVWLPDWH�
RI�WRWDO�FRQWULEXWLRQV�IURP�RWKHU�GRQRUV�DQG�LQ�NLQG�DYHUDJHG�IRU������������86����6RXUFH��/00$�QHWZRUN��

 
Cost to 
LMMA Total costs 

Fiji 9,125  152,150 
PNG 40,460  73,783 
Solomon Is. 20,475  35,253 

Sub-national or local networks 
As mentioned above, a majority of sites are supported in clusters or local groupings and therefore 
networking at this level is often built in to project costs.  Examples of networking explicitly 
supported at a sub-national level include the PNG-LMMA which operates for logistical reasons as 
two regional networks and the move towards decentralized implementation of the FLMMA network 
in Fiji. The Kadavu Yaubula Management Support Team (KYMST) in Fiji costs around US$12,000 
per year and services over 50 sites, although there are some other inputs this approach shows much 
promise in reducing the cost per site below US$300 per year. 

Financing Marine Managed Areas 
The financial support for MMAs potentially comes from 3 main sources; government, donors and 
income generation.  These main sources may be linked such as the provision of donor funds to 
governments to launch MMA initiatives as in the cases of Samoa and Tonga or  private sector 
donations to MMAs. LMMAs depend on the actions carried out by local communities and in some 
cases these communities may conceivably make financial contributions. Trust funds are also used in 
a variety of contexts in the South Pacific and these are discussed below. 

Government funding 
Government allocations to MMAs have played a major role in the establishment of Village 
Fisheries Management plans in Samoa, although this initially derived from AusAID funding the 
support and extension of these MMAs is now integrated into the budget of the Fisheries Division.  
In Samoa as well, the Ministry of Environment and Conservation supports the Aleipata, Safata and 
other MPAs with staffing and some limited budget provisions. 
 
The FLMMA network in Fiji is hosted by the Fisheries Department which aside from this 
institutional support provides one and half salaries and a budget of around US$55,000 137.  Vanuatu 
has long linked various Fisheries Department activities (such as aquaculture) to community based 
fisheries management and have been able to maintain a basic level of support to a number of 
community MMAs with occasional support or collaboration from NGOs. 
 
                                                 
137 S. Waqainabete pers. comm. 
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Solomon Islands Ministry of Fisheries has recently established a community fisheries section which 
would support community based fisheries management and although some national policy 
development activities have taken place the annual allocations of some US$20,000 for support of 
community based management in the field has not been released. 
 
In Tonga, the Community Development and Advisory Section of the Department of Fisheries is 
actively engaged with the establishment and implementation of Special Management Areas for 
coastal communities. Originally donor funded, this process is now funded under the Fisheries 
Department budget. 

Donor funding 
Sources of funding for the externally provided support to community based management has with 
few exceptions come from donors including AusAID, GEF, NZAID, UK Darwin Initiative, 
European Union, ACIAR, Packard Foundation, Macarthur Foundation, CRISP-AFD, ICRAN and 
ADB.  Small grants have been provided by donors such as Global Greengrants Fund, The Canada 
Fund and the UN Small Grants Programme. The precise amount invested by donors in CBM is 
difficult to estimate and obscured by the multiple objectives projects may have.  A sample of 
publicly available grant amounts for projects in support of CBM/LMMAs in specific countries or 
sites is shown in Table 22 and Table 23 shows grants for regional projects more broadly supporting 
community conservation. Allocations have a median of about US$ 300,000 per country and grants 
may cover anything from a single site through clusters of sites to multi country initiatives.   
 
7DEOH�����3DUWLDO�OLVW�RI�GRQRU�JUDQWV�DOORFDWHG�WR�VLWH�VXSSRUW�RI�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�PDQDJHPHQW�LQ�WKH�SHULRG�
�����±�������7KH�OLVW�LV�QRW�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DQG�GRHV�QRW�LQFOXGH�FR�ILQDQFLQJ��
Project holder Country Donor Amount Notes 
863� )LML� 3DFNDUG�

)RXQGDWLRQ�
86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

:&6� )LML� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

863� )LML� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

3&')� )LML� 8.�'DUZLQ�
,QLWLDWLYH�

86��������� KWWS���GDUZLQ�GHIUD�JRY�XN�

&25$/� )LML�DQG�31*� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

::)� )LML�DQG�
6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

0DF$UWKXU�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�PDFIRXQG�RUJ��

&,� 31*� *()� 86�����PLOOLRQ� 'LVWULFW�SURYLQFLDO�SURMHFW��%DLQHV�HW�DO��������
:&6� 31*� 3DFNDUG�

)RXQGDWLRQ�
86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

::)� 31*� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

&&1� 31*� 0DF$UWKXU�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�PDFIRXQG�RUJ��

71&� 31*��)60�DQG�
,QGRQHVLD�

3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

::)� 31*��6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�DQG�
:HVW�3DSXD�

(XURSHDQ�8QLRQ� 86�����PLOOLRQ� /��+HDSV��3HUV��FRPP���

'LY��)LVKHULHV� 6DPRD� $XV$,'� 86�����PLOOLRQ� 3KDVH�,,��3KDVH�,�UHFHLYHG�86�����PLOOLRQ��
$XV$,'�������

,8&1� 6DPRD� *()� 86��������� 5HWL�DQG�6XOOLYDQ������
635(3�,:3� 6RORPRQ�

,VODQGV�
*()� 86��������� 7R�'HF�������WZR�VLWH�FRPSRQHQW�RI�D�UHJLRQDO�

SURMHFW��)R[�HW�DO��������
8&6%� 6RORPRQ�

,VODQGV�
3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��
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Project holder Country Donor Amount Notes 
)63,� 6RORPRQ�

,VODQGV�
3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86�������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

71&� 6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

0DF$UWKXU�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�PDFIRXQG�RUJ��

84� 6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

0DF$UWKXU�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�PDFIRXQG�RUJ��

::)� 6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�

8.�'DUZLQ�
,QLWLDWLYH�

86��������� KWWS���GDUZLQ�GHIUD�JRY�XN�

)63,� 6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV�DQG�
9DQXDWX�

0DF$UWKXU�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�PDFIRXQG�RUJ��

635(3��
63%&3�

6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV��
$UQDYRQ�,VODQGV�

*()�$XV$,'� 86��������� 2QH�VLWH��7RWDO�FRXQWU\�FRVWV�UHSUHVHQW�OHVV�
WKDQ�����RI�UHJLRQDO�SURMHFW�FRVWV��%DLQHV�HW�
DO���������

&5,63� 6RORPRQ�
,VODQGV��7XYDOX��
9DQXDWX��1HZ�
&DOHGRQLD��
6DPRD��.LULEDWL��
)UHQFK�
3RO\QHVLD��&RRN�
,VODQGV�

&5,63���$)'� 86�����PLOOLRQ� KWWS���ZZZ�FULVSRQOLQH�QHW��

'HS��)LVKHULHV� 7RQJD� $XV$,'� 86�����PLOOLRQ� ,QFOXGHV�ILVKHULHV�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�
LQVWLWXWLRQDO�VWUHQJWKHQLQJ��
KWWS���ZZZ�$XV$,'�JRY�DX�

635(3��
63%&3�

7XYDOX��)XQDIXWL� *()�$XV$,'� 86��������� 2QH�VLWH��7RWDO�FRXQWU\�FRVWV�UHSUHVHQW�OHVV�
WKDQ�����RI�UHJLRQDO�SURMHFW�FRVWV��%DLQHV�HW�
DO���������

635(3�,:3� 9DQXDWX� *()� 86��������� 7R�'HF�������RQH�VLWH�FRPSRQHQW�RI�D�UHJLRQDO�
SURMHFW��)R[�HW�DO��������

635(3��
63%&3�

9DQXDWX��9DWWKH� *()�$XV$,'� 86��������� 2QH�VLWH��7RWDO�FRXQWU\�FRVWV�UHSUHVHQW�OHVV�
WKDQ�����RI�UHJLRQDO�SURMHFW�FRVWV��%DLQHV�HW�
DO���������

 
7DEOH����3DUWLDO�OLVW�RI�GRQRU�JUDQWV�DOORFDWHG�WR�UHJLRQDO�SURMHFWV�ZLWK�VRPH�FRPSRQHQW�RI�VXSSRUW�WR�
FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�PDQDJHPHQW�LQ�WKH�SHULRG������±�������7KH�OLVW�LV�QRW�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DQG�GRHV�QRW�LQFOXGH�
FR�ILQDQFLQJ��
Project holder Country Donor Amount Notes 
635(3�
63%&3�

5HJLRQDO� *()�$XV$,'� 86����PLOOLRQ� ,QFOXGHV�VRPH�86�����PLOOLRQ�DOORFDWHG�WR�
FRXQWULHV��%DLQHV�HW�DO�������

635(3�,:3� 5HJLRQDO� *()� 86����PLOOLRQ� ,QFOXGHV�VRPH�86�����PLOOLRQ�DOORFDWHG�WR�
FRXQWULHV��)R[�HW�DO�������

/00$�863� 5HJLRQDO� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

:&6� 5HJLRQDO� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

/00$�863� 5HJLRQDO�� 0DF$UWKXU�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�PDFIRXQG�RUJ��

863� 5HJLRQDO� 3DFNDUG�
)RXQGDWLRQ�

86��������� KWWS���ZZZ�SDFNDUG�RUJ��

)63,� 5HJLRQDO�DQG�
&DULEEHDQ�

(XURSHDQ�8QLRQ� 86��������� +��*RYDQ��3HUV�&RPP��

 
Notably, most of these projects represent investments of up to several orders of magnitude greater 
than would be expected by the support costs estimated for the same sites in this study.  This may 
reflect the pilot nature of many projects but also that cost-effectiveness has not been a major criteria 
in all but very few of the initiatives.   
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The amount of funding for community based resource management for sites in Melanesia and 
Polynesia over the last 10 years has been at a very minimum US$24 million and an additional 
US$17 million in regional projects intended to support these initiatives should be taken into 
account. However these figures represent an under-estimate, for example it is estimated that some 
US$6.6 million of donor funds are spent annually on broader conservation in Fiji alone138. 
 
Some supporting agencies may advise or assist communities to increase income or benefits through 
other avenues.  Furthermore a number of approaches assume that projects should provide 
communities which set up resource management or protected areas with “alternative livelihoods” as 
an incentive or in compensation139.   

Income generation in MMAs 
A recent study on the use of these livelihood diversification approaches for fisheries management in 
Pacific Islands questioned whether any had been truly successful140.  A broader study of 
supplementary livelihood projects did suggest that up to two thirds of project managers responding 
in the region reported “success” 141 although this amounted less than a third of all projects 
approached in the survey. These results suggest a good deal of caution in interpreting, let alone 
promoting, alternative income generation (AIG) initiatives as part of community based marine 
resource management approaches. The following section lists some of the reported “alternative” 
sources of income accruing to communities involved in MMAs though it has not been possible to 
establish which, if any, are sustainable. 

Ecotourism 
Perhaps the most widely promoted AIG in the context of conservation has been that of tourism.  
While tourism has undoubtedly made major contributions in some locations and in some countries 
the track record of success where “eco-tourism” was intended to be provide alternative income 
sources to communities involved in MMAs is considerably less impressive – as noted in one 
regional review “it was a mistake to define ecotourism potential on biodiversity values with 
inadequate consideration of the market prospects for each site”142. 
 
Given the understanding that eco-tourism is by no means likely to be a panacea it is clear that 
income from tourism can be a useful “supplement” to community livelihoods such as the Waitabu 
and Aleipata / Safata examples in the order of US$ 1,500-4,000/year (Annex 4).  In these situations 
the ability of communities to negotiate arrangements with private sector operators and/or exploit 
occasional opportunities provided by “drop-in” tourists can be the source of welcome cash 
injections. 
 
Examples from Solomon Islands include income from tourists that visit and snorkel in Sisili MPA 
and pay a rate of US$ 4.5 per head.  In the Marapa MPA occasional visitors and project staff pay 
about US$ 9 per night to stay in the community rest house and US$ 1.5 for food, in all cases the 
incidence is rare143. 
 
The small ‘Mystery Island‘ off the coast of Aneityum in Vanuatu receives regular visits by cruise 
ships. Fees accrue to the tourism committee and tourist expenditures ashore provide a substantial 
incentive to establish a marine protected area around the island which receives the bulk of the 
tourist visits.  The area has been closed for some 10 years now and abundant stocks are appreciable 
                                                 
138 Lees and Siwatibau 2007 (although these figures overestimate the investments of some regional NGOs in Fiji) 
139 Aswani and Weiant 2004 
140 Gillet et al. 2008 
141 O’Garra 2007b 
142 Baines et al. 2002 
143 H. Tafea Pers comm.. 2008 
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including of elsewhere rare or extinct species144.  It is hoped that a similar, if less regular, 
arrangement will operate in the Arnavon Islands (Annex 4). 

Tourism leases, user fees and stewardship 
In a number of countries tourism developers may lease or otherwise negotiate with local landowners 
for rights to develop or use areas of coast and sometimes sea.  These arrangements may in some 
cases include aspects relating to environmental stewardship. The Shangri-La Fijian Resort for 
example contributed additional financial resources and capacity building to the local community as 
part of collaboration towards improved coastal resource management145. At another Fijian site, a 
hotel pays US$2 to a community trust fund for each scuba diver that utilizes the village’s protected 
area. This provides an income of roughly US$1,000 per year146.  These examples illustrate the 
potential for revenue to be generated in exchange for ensuring improved environmental quality of 
resources that are leased or shared. 

Fishery projects 
Fishery development projects are commonly linked to community resource management or 
conservation projects.  However, a recent review found little signs of success and indeed it appears 
that such ventures usually fail once subsidies are removed147.  Such a case occurred in the Arnavon 
Marine Conservation Area and to make matters worse unintended consequences included the use of 
fishing gear originally provided for diversification into offshore fishing to fish within the 
conservation area148.  A number of ongoing projects are experimenting with inshore Fish 
Aggregating Devices (FADs) as part of community based conservation projects and these may hold 
some promise provided that mechanisms to ensure community ownership and ongoing maintenance 
of such devices is built-in. Hitherto these relatively costly devices eventually degrade or are 
vandalized and communities are not inclined to replace them.  
 
It has been pointed out that a successful LMMA is, in effect, an alternative income source149. An 
increase in fishery resources not only improves nutrition but also raises household income from 
market sales. In Fiji, communities are able to charge more for the annual fishing licenses they sell to 
outsiders (or at least try). Following a 1997 moratorium on issuing such licenses in Verata chiefs 
agreed to sell a single license for $30,000 in 2003, prior to that the sale price was $500 although 30 
were sold.  

Aquaculture projects 
Aquaculture or artificial stock enhancement projects have commonly been linked with resource 
management or conservation projects as well.  As stand alone businesses there appear to be 
relatively few examples of successful community based aquaculture ventures.  Seaweed farming in 
Solomon Islands and Kiribati has been cited though has not been sustained in Solomon Islands and 
depends on government subsidies in Kiribati.  Pearl farming may provide opportunities for income 
to communities through leasing of grow-out areas or collection of spat150.  
 
In the context of LMMAs in Fiji a village is “planting” artificial live rock substrate provided by an 
aquarium fish exporter in its protected area.  The rock requires only occasional cleaning by the 
community and within a year the company harvests the rock with local help. The potential return to 
the community is estimated at $4,000 a year.   

                                                 
144 H. Govan pers. observ. 
145 Robinson F. in Lockwood et al. 2006, H. Govan pers. observ. 
146 Aalbersberg et al. 2005 
147 Gillet et al. 2008 
148 BCN 1999 
149 Aalbersberg et al. 2005 
150 O’Garra 2007b 
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Perhaps the most impressive (and best documented) community use of aquaculture in the South 
Pacific has been the provision by the Vanuatu Fisheries Department of hatchery reared trochus spat 
to rural communities.  Communities had to meet a number of criteria including fishing closures for 
trochus and undertake to respect size restrictions.  The tangible success in terms of increased 
harvest triggered the revival of traditional management in a number of communities and 
management of other marine resources151. 
 
A large number of aquaculture initiatives have been proposed as suitable alternative income 
initiatives. Tilapia and giant clam seed were provided by the Village Fisheries Management Project 
in Samoa, coral can be farmed for the aquarium trade, other aquarium species such as banded 
lobsters can be captured as larvae and reared in holding cages until sold to exporters152.  However, 
so far none of these ventures have demonstrated long term economically sustainable potential given 
that initially large inputs in the form of subsidized hatchery or equipment costs are made, that 
market prices may fluctuate widely and marketing chains may be hard to maintain without external 
support.  For the present it seems prudent to avoid high expectations of aquaculture as other than a 
potential supplementary livelihood option in specific circumstances, usually requiring ongoing 
subsidy. 

Other alternative income generation options 
Bioprospecting has been used as part of the conservation initiative in Verata, Fiji. An arrangement 
that took into account recommendations under the Convention on Biological Diversity was set up 
with a pharmaceutical company in which the community was paid licensing fees for samples of 
medicinal plants and marine invertebrates collected in their district. These activities earned $30,000, 
which the community put toward a trust fund to sustain their resource management work153.  

Local resource management as the alternative 
As a conclusion to this section on alternative income generation experience related to marine 
resource management the recent regional review sums up with a cautionary note154:  “possibly the 
most important lesson learned is that its performance has not been to the level where it can be 
considered an effective resource management tool.  In many cases, livelihood diversification 
could even be a distraction that deters communities from gaining an awareness of the need 
for, and benefits of, more effective forms of marine resource management”.  Considerably 
more analysis of the limited achievements to date is required before “alternative income generation” 
or, for that matter, marine aquaculture can be accepted as proven components of marine resource 
management programmes.  In the meantime, the most promising and cost-effective approach to 
“income generation” and sustainable livelihoods appears to remain the relatively modest 
investments in local management of resources. 

Trust funds 
Trust funds have a track record in the region with those of Tuvalu (Tuvalu Trust Fund) and Kiribati 
(Revenue Equalisation Reserve Fund) being prominent examples at the national level.  There are 
also some salutary warnings and lessons learned such as the Nauru Trust Fund which was 
squandered through poor governance155.   
 
National level trust funds targeting conservation include the Micronesia Conservation Trust Fund, 
Cook Islands Environment Protection Fund Trust and the PNG Mama Graun Conservation Trust 
                                                 
151 Johannes 1998, Johannes and Hickey 2004 
152 Fa’asili and Taua 2001,  Lal and Cerelala 2006, Lal and Kinch 2006,  
153 Aalbersberg et al. 2005 
154 Gillet et al. 2008 
155 Graham 2005, ADB 2005 
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Fund which may provide useful lessons learned in how such funds can be administered.  In addition 
the region has a number of experiences establishing trust funds to serve MMAs at a national level 
such as the Fiji LMMA Trust Fund and also specific MMAs or clusters of MMAs such as the 
Aleipata Safata Marine Protected Area Society Trust Fund and the recent Arnavon Community 
Marine Conservation Area endowment.  

Micronesia Conservation Trust Fund 
The Micronesia Conservation Trust was launched in 2002 with the goal of providing a critical, 
long-term source of funding for biodiversity conservation in Micronesia. The trust was created by a 
group of public and private sector leaders from the country’s four States created and in addition to 
providing financial support, the Trust emphasizes the building of capacity of Micronesian 
organizations to design and manage conservation programmes. It also intends to provide a forum to 
bring together all sectors of the community and government to form networks and partnerships and 
develop best practices based on shared experience.  A Board of Management has been formed to 
develop a strategic and financial plan. The Trust’s long-term funding goal is a $20 million 
endowment that should generate approximately $1m per year for conservation. The Micronesian 
Government has designated the Trust as the funding mechanism to support the implementation of 
its National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan156.  

Cook Islands Environment Protection Fund Trust 
The trust fund was established in 1994 and receives contributions from international departure 
taxes. The fund is to be spent on the conservation and protection of the natural environment as 
approved by Cabinet. This includes the “protection and conservation of the reef and foreshore”157 
but it is not clear to what extent the fund is secure against government budgetary re-allocation.  

Papua New Guinea Mama Graun Conservation Trust Fund 
The Papua New Guinea Mama Graun Conservation Trust Fund (PNGMGCTF) was set up in 2000 
as a private charitable corporation with a 12 member governing board. Mama Graun is working to 
mobilize funding from a variety of public and private sources to build an endowment to provide 
long term, sustained funding through a grants program that rejuvenate, expand and support 
Melanesian countries Protected Areas Networks.  
 
In addition to providing financial support, Mama Graun is placing special emphasis on building the 
capacity of Melanesian land owners, resources users and organizations to design and manage 
conservation programs. Mama Graun is a conduit that brings together people from government, 
private enterprise, community and non-profit organizations to collectively address the challenges of 
natural resource management in Melanesia, enhancing public-private partnerships, and sharing 
experiences and best practices. 
 
Currently, Mama Graun supports 12 small priority protected areas in PNG through Mama Graun 
grants program (including at least 7 MMAs).  Grants presently range from US$ 4-10,000. In 
addition to the 12 areas, Mama Graun has commenced scoping to increase funding support to larger 
protected areas and committed to expanding its services to Solomon Islands, Timor Leste, Vanuatu, 
New Caledonia, and Fiji158. 

FLMMA Trust Fund Initiative 
The Fiji Locally Managed Marine Area Trust Fund Initiative was originally set up when FLMMA 
won the Equator Initiative Award of US $30,000 in 2002.  It is intended to be a pool of money that 

                                                 
156 Thomas 2007 
157 Thomas 2007 
158 Mogina 2008 
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will service the monetary needs of FLMMA communities in implementing their management plans 
and monitoring of impact of management actions on their protected areas and other activities in line 
with FLMMA goals for community-based marine conservation. The Trust Fund is seen as a 
‘revolving’ fund so that users deposit into the funds and every member has continuous access. 
FLMMA is a registered non-profit organisation managed under its own Constitution.  Donors are 
encouraged to contribute to the Fund including 10% of grant funds that members receive.  This 
aspect has not materialized either from the reluctance of NGO administrators or for tax law reasons. 
However, the fruits of other collaborations do go to the trust fund such as the Marine Managed Area 
Science collaboration with Conservation International and US$26,000 from the 50% bioprospecting 
fees accruing to the Fiji Government. The CI grant (which could also be seen as compensating 
people for their role in the CI MMA project) is actually the fourth major contributor. The Fund is 
intended to cover the cost of monitoring biological and socio-economic change in the conservation 
area network159. 
 
Aleipata Safata Marine Protected Area Society Trust Fund 
The trust fund was established in 2003 with US$8,600) earned by these two MPAs from tourism 
and other fees.  The endowment was expanded in March 2008 with a donation of US $104,000 from 
Conservation International (CI) and the Coral Reef Initiative in the South Pacific (CRISP).  The 
expanded endowment is expected to contribute 30% of the annual funds necessary to manage these 
community-based MPAs.  It is managed in a trust fund overseen by a local board of community 
leaders, advised by international financial experts.  It is important to note that this endowment was 
initiated by the community with their own contributions and leaders demonstrated that good 
governance of such funds is not only vital but possible160.  
   
Endowment for Phoenix Islands Protected Area, Kiribati  
In view of the fishing revenues that are expected to be lost in the newly created Phoenix Island 
Protected Area (410,500 km2) efforts are now being made to create a PIPA Endowment Trust fund.  
Initiated with US $2.5 million funding from CI this endowment is expected to grow with matching 
funds from private and public institutions.  The endowment will serve to support management costs 
and compensate the government of Kiribati for lost revenue suffered from cancellation of fishing 
licenses.  It will be overseen by a board of managers including personnel from CI, the Kiribati 
government, New England Aquarium, and other entities161. 

Other local or small scale trust funds 
The potential for community operated trust funds to encourage ownership of alternative or small 
scale projects such as Fish Aggregating Devices. Such projects while arguably of benefit to 
communities are almost always short lived and unsustained as when natural wear and tear or 
vandalism come in to play the equipment is not replaced.  A locally managed trust fund with clear 
rules and mechanisms might ensure that communities discuss more appropriate investments and 
generate more ownership of such ventures with the object of ensuring maintenance, reduced 
vandalism or replacement should they be of community benefit. 
 
The Koroinasau / Korolevu-i-wai Qoliqoli Trust (KKQT) was formed  by resource owners to ensure 
the protection and preservation of their customary fishing grounds through training and undertaking 
legal processes.  Using the benefits derived from this protection and management the resourced 
owners seek: 1. the promotion of education and training, 2. community development and social 
well-being, and 3. commercial activities of benefit to the resource owners.  The trust is registered 
and serves to unite the traditional resource owners sharing responsibility, decision-making and 

                                                 
159 Thomas 2007, Aalbersberg pers. comm. 
160 MPA News 2008, #10. 
161 MPA News 2008, #10, S. Taei pers.comm. 
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benefits.  The gross sales of the businesses utilizing the marine area exceed US$25 million a year 
and there is potential to better engage traditional resource owners and commercial interests in 
mutually beneficial arrangements for resource management to ensure the sustainability of the 
environment and everyone’s livelihoods162. 
 
In Fiji there are at least another 2 district Trust Funds for marine conservation, one established with 
bioprospecting funds (Verata) and another from a portion of village income generation (Daku)163.  
In Solomon Islands the Arnavon Community Marine Conservation Area has recently received an 
endowment (see Annex 4). 

Costs borne by communities 
The other vitally important contribution to community based management is of course that made by 
the community itself. This usually will consist of labour, time and use of traditional or other 
institutions in planning, managing and enforcement.  The costs of these contributions have not been 
quantified to date but it is reasonable to suppose that the “cost’ of these inputs must remain below 
the “benefits” perceived by community members for such initiatives to be sustained in the long 
term.  Some approaches (e.g. FLMMA-IAS164 or FSPI165) work on the basis that the major benefits 
for communities will be in fish landings or meeting other community objectives such as erosion 
control, waste management and so on.  A greater understanding of the costs borne by communities 
implementing LMMAs compared to less community driven alternatives may help inform planners 
but may also help dispel the myth that protected areas cannot be achieved without “income 
generation projects”166. 
 

                                                 
162 Bonito undated 
163 Aalbersberg pers. comm.. 
164 Aalbersberg et al. 2005 
165 Govan et al. 2005 
166 Perpetuated in e.g. Fox et al. 2007 amongst many others. 
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Achieving the potential of locally-managed marine areas in the 
South Pacific 
The unprecedented surge in community based coastal resource management that has taken place 
across the South Pacific in the last decade appears to offer much hope for the widespread 
achievement of Pacific Island livelihood and conservation objectives.  Building on local and 
traditional strengths these forms of resource management offer opportunities for conserving, not 
only resources, but the resilience of Pacific Islanders which has been key to the survival of their 
way of life.  Haste in attempting to take these approaches to large scale or in applying large new 
injections of funds could erode the very foundation upon which they depend. As recently stated by 
the Prime Minister of Solomon Islands the “self-sufficiency of the subsistence community [which] 
is an asset that must not be overlooked or undermined.  We have a degree of self-sufficiency that 
provides an important protection from the risk of vulnerability.”168 
 
The following sections examine the main features of the approaches to emerge and discuss their 
potential implications for larger scale implementation.  

Seeds of management 
Perhaps the single most significant observation is the recognition that across hundreds of 
documented sites and perhaps even more undocumented ones local communities are actively 
“managing” their resources. Problems are being identified, decisions made and actions carried out 
providing the fundamental building block for resource management and indeed sustainable 
development in many countries.  It will be important for government and supporting agencies 
to nurture this “seed” as a basis for more holistic management of community and national 
development.  
 
This will entail full recognition of the potential and also the limitations of the approaches and the 
development of kinds of institutional and legal support for which there is no modern precedent, 
possibly entailing adaptations of traditional institutions or the development of hybrid ones.  Staff 
and institutions may require a shift in mindset towards facilitation and support rather than 
command and control, a shift that is already becoming apparent in some countries. 

Objectives  
The motivations of communities centre on improving livelihoods and often relate to food security or 
improved harvests. Objectives may be explicit but may also be varied and unarticulated.  
Communities would most likely benefit in many cases from broader discussion of problems and 
root causes to ensure wider understanding of, and local compliance with, community management 
decisions and actions. Such processes may help avoid inappropriate use of tools (such as MPAs) in 
situations where these are unlikely to have much benefit. The articulation of community 
discussions and decisions would provide essential reference points for communities in ongoing 
adaptive management and for the better coordination of support agencies.  This does not 
necessarily entail complex “management plans” and indeed the simpler and more community 
appropriate the better. 

Community-Based Adaptive Management 
The elaboration of plans based on more or less defined objectives and the ongoing evaluation of 
progress by communities has been termed Community-Based Adaptive Management169 (CBAM).  
These adaptive management processes are relatively common place where widescale and long 

                                                 
168 Hon. Dr Derek Sikua 2008 
169 Govan et al. 2008a, Govan 2008 
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standing approaches are operating.  Frequently, external agencies will provide the trigger for the 
review process or at least be party to its conclusions and so CBAM may be more appropriately 
termed Community-based Adaptive Co-management.  
 
The management is carried out primarily by the community and the relevant user groups but also, 
involving appropriately the locally and nationally relevant institutional and private stakeholders. 
This makes optimum use of social capital such as existing (or assigned) resource rights, local 
governance, traditional and local information, self-interest and self-enforcement capacity. 
 
The local community sets priorities and establishes objectives and proposed actions based on the 
available, and usually local, information. Actions are implemented and results are checked 
periodically170. Plans represent a community agreement and are frequently simple one page 
documents. Results of checking (which may be scientific or perceptual) and any new information 
are used to review the plan and modify it as appropriate. This provides good opportunities for new 
information or initiatives to be incorporated e.g. disaster preparedness or climate change adaptation. 
 
It is clear that community based adaptive management is a simple and not even alien concept given 
its similarity to many traditional resource management approaches171. What is relatively new, or at 
least so far not widely accepted172, is the proposal that this approach could form the basis for 
securing the wellbeing of resources and communities of the Pacific Islands.   
 
To maximize the potential of adaptive management approaches the articulation of community 
“plans” and regular participatory review of these plans should be incorporated into support 
strategies for all natural resource and community development initiatives. In addition, adaptive 
management, as “learning by doing”, should be performed not only at the community level but also 
by supporting agencies – all too often staff merely repeat the mistakes or assumptions of the past. 

Management tools 
Management tools selected by communities tend to be simple to implement or enforce such as area 
or seasonal closures, restrictions on specific fishing techniques, waste management and restoration 
activities. Experience suggests that some benefits should be tangible and prompt in order to fuel 
continued management but, importantly, these need not be monetary.  
 
Owing to their simplicity and cultural relevance, and to varying extents of international pressure 
and interest, various forms of no-take zone are the most commonly implemented tools.  However, 
considerable scope exists for tailoring these better to community objectives to avoid the risk of 
disappointing failure and de-motivation.  Other tools that should be considered for the whole 
area under customary tenure include closed seasons, protection of nursery habitats and 
spawning aggregations or restriction of destructive practices.  National regulations, once 
understood and applied in the light of local problems, stand far better chances of enforcement – the 
key is that rules should be simple and easy to apply fairly. 
 
Given that improved fisheries harvests are the prime driving force for most communities there is an 
urgent need to ensure that appropriate fisheries related advice is available, something which would 
require enhanced skill sets in NGOs and increased engagement with fisheries management 
institutions.  A caveat applies though as much of the fisheries management experience in the region 

                                                 
170 In Fiji, about a third of  villages reportedly define quantitative goals and monitor them scientifically (Govan et al. 
2008b) 
171 Hickey 2006, Cinner et al 2007. 
172 See for example Johannes 1998 and the case for data-less management 
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has been driven by inappropriate western models that are data intensive, expensive, inflexible, and 
totally unsuited to the context of the Pacific Islands173.  

Customary tenure as a management unit 
Experiences in Samoa and Fiji and increasingly Solomon Islands and PNG demonstrate that 
community based management of the entire customary tenured area is feasible. In most cases this 
has been restricted to the marine environment reflecting practitioners’ bias rather than major 
impediments.  Owing to the limitations of small area closures as a sole management tool, the 
need to manage the wider fisheries or resource impacts and indeed the desirability of more 
ecosystem-wide approaches, all existing and future adaptive management should consider the 
possibility of including the wider tenured area in community planning.   
 
The expansion of management to wider areas does have potential for conflict at two levels. At the 
community or local level this could provoke or fan existing boundary disputes, however, simple 
approaches to early identification and potential exclusion or buffering of such situations should be 
relatively easy to devise.  It will be important to develop guidance for practitioners on working 
with tenure, improving the use of traditional ecological knowledge and other related social 
factors in each country. At the national or central level there maybe some degree of reluctance to 
what may be perceived as validating local claims over what may be constitutionally national or 
“crown” property, again, this should be open to simple work arounds in so much as the approach is 
restricted to “resource management”. After all, Tonga with state ownership of all coastal resources 
has been able to pass legislation allowing for progressive community based management.   

Sizes and constancy of No-take zones 
The western concept of Protected Areas was perceived to fit well with traditional management 
practices in the Pacific and, driven by ambitious global targets to achieve large proportions of 
protected area coverage, has originated much of the support for LMMAs in the South Pacific.  
Significant differences between community implemented closures and Protected Areas do of 
course exist and it is urgent to explore these differences before planners design national 
approaches to MPA coverage or sustainable development.  
 
Traditional closures or taboos are but one of a suite of traditional resource management tools 
intended largely to ensure the sustainable use of resources and, more accurately perhaps, sustain 
communities.  To this end area closures are flexible and may be occasionally or routinely harvested 
and may have dimensions (usually small) optimally suited to enforcement and tenure.  These 
represent differences with some Western perceptions of Protected Areas. 
 
Although smaller no-take, strict reserves or closed areas are criticized as not being suited to 
biodiversity conservation, the chances are that in fact smaller reserves are better suited to the 
fisheries management objectives of communities as well as being more appropriate to local 
tenure and enforcement capability.  These closures can also prove an important community 
rallying point for other more mundane, but nevertheless vital, aspects of management plans. 
 
As pointed out elsewhere, when designing reserve shape for biodiversity conservation it is thought 
to be important to minimize edge habitat and maximize interior protected area (large and circular 
would be optimum).  While in contrast, for fisheries management, the type and spatial extent of the 
habitat bordering the MPA may be more important than size (large size would be of little benefit 
and greatly reduce available fishing grounds), since this will influence emigration or spillover174.   
 

                                                 
173 Cf. Ruddle and Hickey 2008, World bank 2000a, Munro and Fakahau 1993 
174 Halpern and  Warner 2003, IUCN-WCPA 2008 
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Undoubtedly some of the community reserves are very small and could achieve more of the 
community expectations if larger or differently configured.  The opportunity afforded by CBAM is 
that communities, based on external advice, or more likely other communities’ experience, may be 
willing to try different temporal or spatial configurations.  If subsequently the benefits of these are 
perceived to outweigh the costs in terms of enforcement or conflict then they may be adopted. 
 
Similarly, community reserves are usually designed to be opened periodically; this provides a way 
of ensuring that food will be available at specific times. This approach is less commonly adopted 
elsewhere for biodiversity conservation but not incompatible with certain categories of Protected 
Area and indeed common-place as a fisheries management tool.  Recent evidence suggests that 
periodic closures may well be well suited as a fisheries management tool in the Pacific and its role 
in biodiversity conservation needs to be further explored.  
 
Ultimately then, in the prevailing LMMA approach, communities are deciding constancy, sizes and 
configuration of reserves that work for them, this is a factor that needs to be taken on board in the 
context of national or ecosystem wide management.  Management and enforcement is occurring at 
the local level but the temporal aspects may need new approaches in terms of monitoring or 
planning. 

Achieving ecological networks or representative coverage 
Key to the incidences of rapid expansion of LMMAs have been the social and institutional 
strategies employed.  Agencies have usually set logistical, social and other community criteria to 
guide site selection rather than explicit ecological ones.   Criteria such as community motivation 
and interest, absence of conflicts or logistical support considerations along with an adaptive 
learning approach have ensured that a large body of “successful” or pilot experiences have been 
accumulated which then serve to inform approaches in other communities.   
 
Initial technical input may often be reduced to simple rules of thumb based on experience elsewhere 
or existing scientific information. Communities adapting this in the light of traditional and local 
knowledge have a starting point for implementation which can be improved in the light of 
experience or as new information arrives in the community.  
 
These “learning by doing” approaches are ill-fitted to western and external conservation planning. 
Experience continues to suggest that applying externally derived geospatial priorities to 
implementation of community conservation is an expensive approach that risks establishing 
management in reduced areas and increasing dependence on incentives or investments of external 
resources.  National governments will be interested to ensure that prioritization does not restrict the 
opportunity for more generalized (e.g. livelihood) benefits becoming available to a wider 
population. 
 
The history of protected areas in the South Pacific suggests that failure to understand the 
inadequacies of top-down planning and externally imposed models will result in even more 
expensive failures in attempts to upscale. This concern is exacerbated by the risk of undermining 
the existing functioning or promising approaches.  
 
Probably the most constructive and sustainable approach are those demonstrated in Samoa and Fiji 
and more recently in selected districts elsewhere.  This entails setting up national or subnational 
approaches to widescale establishment of LMMAs based on principles for successful and 
sustainable establishment derived from experience.  Conservation inputs would be usefully 
employed in monitoring the biodiversity aspects of this approach, selective research on key or 
emerging issues and inputs into advice and procedures implemented at the field level that maximize 
benefits. 
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Planning processes and techniques 
There is always a temptation to use the most sophisticated tools that are available. However, in the 
case of the wide scale promotion of CBAM it is essential that the tools be as widely adaptable, 
inclusive, simple and intuitive as possible.  This is essential for both communities and support 
agency staff.  
 
Communities do benefit from the simple tools that help rationalize planning processes and also 
from the support of external (neutral) facilitators. The processes and tools may have to be applicable 
to large groups and in some cases the bulk of the community or stakeholders. The tools and 
processes employed by the community should also be directly related to the agreements and 
implementation strategies and be as transparent or accountable as possible. In addition they should 
provide outputs that can be discussed with outsiders with little risk of misunderstanding and 
facilitate internal and potentially external evaluation as part of adaptive management.  
 
Equally, staff from implementing organizations may come from a variety of backgrounds and 
opportunities for formal training may be rare. The techniques and processes need to be easy to 
understand, based on simple principles and readily adaptable to local circumstances.  They should 
also be easy to track and assess to facilitate quality control detect systemic problems rapidly.  In 
practice field facilitators have come from fisheries, conservation, university, and community 
backgrounds.  

Social networks 
Social networks or support “umbrellas” have played a crucial role in the establishment and 
ongoing support of communities and agencies programmes.  Operating at the sub-national, 
national and international levels these networks provide opportunities for learning that are 
more flexible than more formal approaches and also allow communities to establish linkages 
that may promote resilience ecologically and also culturally.   
 
In some cases it may be possible for government agencies to provide the bulk of these network 
services but they have been particularly enriched where they have been open to all sectors and 
indeed in Melanesia they have been originally driven by civil society before concerted attempts to 
encourage governments to take lead roles.  
 
The linkages that networks facilitate should not be underestimated as they may encourage the 
development of new and more appropriate institutional relationships and structures, the 
coordination of interventions and policy at a national level, management of conflict and information 
flow.  Prescriptive approaches to networks are likely to stifle them and it is hard to identify single 
key ingredients other than building trust and ensuring the commitment of the individual or 
institutional members to making it work.  
 
Most countries have adopted, or are moving towards, a decentralized approach to LMMAs. This 
reduces logistical challenges and costs in supporting networks and may improve responsiveness of 
institutional support to local issues.  

Information and research needs 
Much emphasis has been placed on “awareness raising” and environmental education and 
information is indeed of great interest to communities. However, considerable increases in 
effectiveness and savings can be made by more strategic approaches to this information flow.  
Much of the information used in different programmes overlaps and despite some of it being shared 
donors still fund re-invention of these wheels.  A few judicious additions to existing sets of 
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posters175 and audio-visual aids would most likely cover the initial needs of most communities.  
Participatory information and awareness raising tools have been used successfully as part of 
planning processes with little additional cost. 
 
A number of areas have not been adequately addressed in information materials and this reflects the 
interpretation of priority information needs by outsiders or the lack of research in those areas. 
Indeed research should be more responsive to the needs of the managers i.e. communities and their 
support agencies. At present research and capacity priorities are often derived from outside the 
region based on models of management that are not applicable.  There is now considerable 
technical support capacity in the region but agencies face the challenge of discerning priorities 
on the ground. New approaches to improving communication between communities and their 
support agencies on the one hand and research institutions on the other are needed176.  
 
Some of the key research or information issues that have emerged from communities or their 
support agencies include: 

x Management information for individual species of interest to communities. 
x How to achieve national fisheries and biodiversity objectives through organic spread of 

CCAs 
x Optimization of traditional closure systems (small size and periodic opening) as a 

management tool 
x Application of similar management approaches to watersheds 
x Ensuring that community information needs are addressed by research institutions 

Integrated resource management as the basis for sustainable 
livelihoods and conservation? 
The features of LMMAs, particularly in terms of size and permanence discussed above imply that 
for these to fulfill their conservation and livelihood potential it is necessary to boost the expansion 
and growth of the approach until adaptive management becomes the norm rather than the exception 
at the community level.   
 
The potential of the Pacific Island experience of CBAM goes far beyond achieving international 
goals of  “representative networks of MPAs” but rather the much more widely called for systems of 
Integrated Coastal (or Island) Management (ICM) or Ecosystem Based Management that address 
livelihoods, development, inshore fisheries and conservation as a whole177.   
 
Current assessments suggest that MPAs alone will do little for biodiversity or livelihoods in the face 
of increasing upstream or watershed impacts, global impacts, generalized unsustainable marine 
resource use and increasing population and social pressures.  These threats stand a better chance of 
being mitigated through integrated and wide ranging approaches based on community adaptive 
management and extended through networks and linkages to other stakeholders at other locations 
and scales. 
  
Integrated or ecosystem management that works may be best approached in a similar “learning by 
doing” fashion building on similar simple and intuitive participatory processes.  Using CBAM 
institutions as the basic building block for representation at larger scales these stakeholders can 
coordinate and interact with upstream wider scale institutional stakeholders.  Many of the 

                                                 
175 E.g. the initiative by FSPI to make freely available the artwork for posters on coastal resource issues which has 
resulted in their adoption and translation in over 7 countries (http://www.fspi.org.fj/program/coastal/ 
awareness_posters.htm) 
176 Wilson 2007 warns that self interest frequently clouds the priority setting capacity of researchers.  
177 Whittingham et al. 2003, Bell et al. 2006, World bank 2006. Jenkins et al. 2007 
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participatory planning tools and processes used at community level are suitable at this scale.  Once 
again, the focus would be on achieving active and tangible management rather than on 
comprehensive but ultimately inapplicable technical understanding.  Experiences in Fiji and 
elsewhere suggest that this is not an unrealistic scenario and provided it builds on local culture it 
should provide a constructive avenue178. 
 
International obligations stand a good chance of being met, in a more sustainable and locally 
relevant way as community based approaches usually generate the most enforceable examples of 
closed areas/MPAs and often serve as stepping stones to larger systems of protected areas or 
conservation initiatives179. 
 
Achieving the potential of ICM based on CBAM will involve developing strategies that 
integrate hitherto separate conservation, fisheries and livelihoods sectors and address some 
relatively neglected but vital areas. 

Institutional and legal frameworks 
In Polynesian countries, governments have played a more or less central role in implementing 
LMMAs within a relatively clear legal context.  In contrast, most Melanesian countries have seen 
the prominent role of civil society organizations in promoting and sustaining support for LMMAs.   
 
Although it has been widely recognized that it is neither appropriate nor sustainable for NGOs to 
play a long term and central support role to LMMAs there have been mixed results in attempts to 
build government capacity to support these networks instead. Where progress has been made it is 
clear that long term and patient investment in staff training and government institutional priorities 
are required including cost-sharing of staff and other support. Future initiatives should ensure 
appropriate government involvement from the design stage through to hand-over. 
 
In most countries the Fisheries Departments are perceived as the most appropriate lead agency but 
some confusion exists in others.  As communities are primarily interested in livelihoods or fisheries 
benefits Fisheries Departments seem appropriate. In addition, Fisheries Departments are always 
better resourced and have relatively large numbers of decentralized field staff (provincial fisheries 
officers and so on) making them well placed for the long term support of communities that will be 
required.  
 
Environment departments could emphasize their crucial role outside of the routine extension-type 
work needed to support LMMAs.  Well placed in terms of access to expertise and possibly external 
funding, they could ensure an overview of the more ecosystem wide issues including the fulfillment 
of national obligations within the context of the expanding network of LMMAs.  In addition, 
selective monitoring of key issues such as vulnerable ecosystems and endangered species could 
inform and help coordinate the community based work to achieve the maximum environmental 
benefits.  Specific gaps such as breeding areas for endangered species might be identified and if not 
addressed under the LMMA system could need special protected area approaches. In relation to 
terrestrial protected areas or other forms of management it may still be beneficial for Environment 
staff to engage with these issues through the existing CBAM processes of the coastal LMMAS 
where these are relevant.  
 
It will be important to strengthen and adapt national and sub-national policy and institutional 
frameworks in support of ICM/EBM (based on community-driven adaptive management) to ensure 
robustness to external drivers such as population increases, market pressure, climate change and 

                                                 
178 Tawake et al. 2007, Inglis et al. 1997, Thaman et al. 2005 
179 Tawake et al. 2007., Aswani and Hamilton 2004a. 
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terrestrial impacts.  The strengthening of institutional capacity will require innovative approaches 
from NGOs and donors, imaginative and tailored institutional structures which may adapt or 
hybridize traditional or national institutions.  Bridges between these and other stakeholders can be 
built using networks and umbrellas, examples of which are now established in the region180. These 
support networks or umbrellas have proven useful in the advancement of national community based 
management in Fiji and also Solomon Islands and Micronesia (FLMMA, SILMMA, PIMPAC) and 
allow for effective partnerships between government and civil society. 
 
A number of agencies have overlapping responsibilities (e.g. environment, fisheries and disaster 
preparedness/adaptation) which could interface with communities through a single community 
based adaptive management approach cutting costs and ensuring “holistic” and integrated 
processes. It would be important to examine how to encourage or at least support interdisciplinary 
and cross-sectoral approaches in appropriate and sufficiently flexible legal frameworks. 
 
Melanesian countries are still working on the legal backing or support for LMMA approaches.  For 
the moment this support is not essential but will become more important as more sites come on-
stream and especially if government departments take over formal responsibilities for 
implementation.   
 
A fundamental requirement of such legislation would be for it to not to represent a bottle neck in 
terms of community implementation. This situation occurs already and is holding back community 
initiative forcing them to depend on external assistance to fulfill requirements.  Requirements 
should be as simple as possible, hopefully in line with products and processes that communities are 
already preparing as part of planning exercises.  In addition these should not be subject to the 
production of additional regulations or legislation by central government which again would 
represent a bottle-neck out of the control of communities. Some features of such legislation might 
include: 

x Require a simple management plan covering agreed key points such as major resources, key 
problems and community agreed solutions. This should be community appropriate e.g. flip 
chart, matrices, few pages.  

x Evidence of minimum criteria met by the plan regarding process (participation of 
appropriate stakeholders, wider community and time span), content (structure, objectives, 
simple to understand), context (existing legislation, ecological issues, wider coastal zone, 
national or ecosystem issues).  

x The continued acceptance of Community Plan into registry or national database and its legal 
status is subject to demonstration of regular community review (e.g. every 3 years).  

Meeting international obligations 
Several problems emerge when attempting to assess the extent to which Pacific Island countries 
have met their obligations under international conventions to “effectively manage at least 10% of 
marine and coastal ecological regions” or to cover at least 20-30% of each marine habitat with 
strictly protected areas.   
 
Agreement does not seem to exist as to the extent of marine or coastal area to which the 
commitments refer, possibly because of the lack of complete basic data sets on national 
marine area (except in the cases of Exclusive Economic Zones and coral reef area).  This is an 
issue that regional agencies may be well placed to help resolve with national governments.  
 
While the dependent territories and associated states maintain a relatively reliable record of marine 
protected areas the same is most definitely not the case for the independent states.  Most countries 

                                                 
180 Cinner et al. 2007. Cinner and Aswani 2007, Anderies et al 2004, Ostrom 1990,  Berkes 2004, Tawake et al. 2007.  
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do not maintain an up to date national list and hitherto reliance has been on data submitted to 
the World Database of Protected Areas.  Data submitted appears to be extremely variable, 
generally under-reporting active Community Conserved Areas (CCAs) but, of far greater 
concern, vastly inflating MMA coverage with inactive or inappropriate sites, particularly in 
Tonga, PNG and Solomon Islands.  The present study affords the opportunity for countries to 
incorporate coverage of recently active CCAs while highlighting some nominal protected areas 
which may require a status review.  
 
Another issue is the extent to which wider managed areas and no-take zones or taboos equate to 
“effective management” and “strict protection” in the conventions. Indeed this and also the 
mechanisms and criteria by which extended tracts of land and sea under customary tenure could be 
considered as CCAs should probably be debated at a high political or whole-of-government level in 
the context of wider national development agendas. 
 
Fiji may be the only independent country well advanced in extending some sort of 
management to its inshore areas or reef habitat. For the remaining independent countries the 
targets appear extremely distant.  
 
Given these countries’ other national and international commitments to poverty alleviation and 
sustainable development it may well be appropriate to examine how wide scale coverage of marine 
resource management such as in Fiji (and to a lesser extent Samoa) can be achieved. Approaching 
this piece meal on the basis of individual MPAs would appear to be an insurmountable task as well 
as producing comparatively little national benefit. 

Financial costs of upscaling networks of LMMAs 
Examples of the costs involved in running individual or networks of MMAs have been developed in 
Annex 4 and above.  Based on the arguments developed in the preceding section the most cost 
effective approaches to achieving objectives and targets of food security, poverty alleviation and 
conservation facing South Pacific countries would be the integration of LMMAs in the national 
resource management strategies which would include inshore fisheries management, integrated 
coastal management strategy, disaster preparedness and climate change adaptation components.   
 
Key criteria for such a resource management scenario integrating LMMAs in Melanesia would 
include: 

x Designed to fully integrate into government functions over the medium term 
x Decentralized into logistically functional management areas (provinces or similar) 
x Highly cost effective with likelihood of sustainable financing 
x Staggered or cumulative approach optimizing trickle down or snowballing effects. 

Integrating government support for national networks of LMMAs 
Government (at various levels) is the appropriate institution to provide the core services 
required to establish and service managed marine areas over the long term.  It makes sense 
for the Fisheries authority to be a lead organization because they have the largest presence 
(national and provincial levels) and the most capacity to address the principal motivations of the 
majority of marine managed areas wherein the communities identify fisheries management as their 
major priority. Piggy-backing biodiversity conservation onto more economically driven marine 
resource management appears a strategic approach and Environment departments are well placed to 
play a supportive role in terms of ensuring consideration of ecosystem wide issues, vulnerable 
ecosystems and endangered species and carry out essential monitoring as well as issues relating to 
climate change adaptation.  
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The most practical investments with potential for long term impact would involve building the 
capacity of government agencies to provide the long term support mentioned above and, equally 
importantly, to secure recurrent budgets to do this.  While an ultimate goal might be to ensure 
government prioritize marine resource management budgets, some sort of conditional trust 
fund arrangement may be vital to guard against reallocation of essential operating budgets.   
 
Most governments have established, or are actively considering the establishment of, units 
appropriate to supporting community based inshore management which would be appropriate 
starting points.  Political will and capacity will be two major challenges but the incentive provided 
by the international commitments and major funding initiatives may make progress on the former 
while experiences in Fiji and elsewhere suggest that with time and NGO commitment capacity can 
be transferred to counterpart government institutions. Fiji and recent Solomon Island experiences 
suggest that with high level institutional commitment functional partnerships between government 
and NGOs can be achieved and indeed will be vital. 

Decentralizing support for local management 
All countries have shown clustered and decentralized approaches to establishment and support of 
LMMAs. Aside from the ecological functions of such networks there are significant logistical and 
cost benefits to the approach.  Staff time and transport account for major proportions of the costs 
especially so in island settings with reliance on boat or air travel.  Supporting community sites from 
national and sometimes even provincial capitals is expensive and time consuming.  
 
The definition of optimum management units will be important, criteria should weight 
logistical, administrative, social and cultural factors as these will facilitate implementation if 
carefully chosen. These units may correspond with provincial jurisdictions or islands in the context 
of Vanuatu and Solomon Islands and districts or some provinces in PNG. Practical considerations 
such as the existence of a functioning provincial fisheries office or similar may be a determining 
factor.  
 
Decentralization presents challenges for coordination and capacity building and significant use may 
need to be made of social networks.  Potentially NGOs may need to consider partnering or even 
embedding staff with the relevant government field offices.   

Improving cost effectiveness and financeable sustainability 
As noted above, Melanesian countries face serious development issues and financial resources 
are stretched very thin.  Government environment and fisheries departments have extremely 
low budgets relative to the magnitude of the area and challenge they face.  For the long term 
support of LMMAs to be countenanced within the context of recurring government budgets 
the costs involved must be demonstrably efficient. 
 
Arguably the fundamental tenet of “sustainable financing” is to ensure that object of the financial 
request is as cost effective as possible. Very few, if any, pilot projects have made explicit reference 
to seeking cost effective approaches and indeed many pilots have been unjustifiably over-financed 
with respect to their objectives and their prospects for obtaining future funding.   
 
Based on regional experiences the following cost areas may be considered in efforts to increase 
cost-effectiveness: 
 

x Staff costs: Salaries are one of two major costs for most LMMA projects and in many cases 
this is one of the most vital budget lines. Achieving the right proportions of field and 
potentially more expensive technical staff will help to reduce costs.  Nationally or regionally 
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located expertise available on demand or accessed through network partners may be more 
appropriate than keeping experts in-house.   

x Transport: Fuel prices have increased the pressure on the other major budget item.  
Decentralization and servicing series of nearby sites in clusters during a single trip are 
obvious ways of reducing costs.  Establishing working relationships with other programmes 
(health tours, education etc.) for routine trips may allow cost sharing.  

x Living allowances: In some projects living allowances for staff attending meetings or field 
trips amount to significant proportions of the budget.  Such allowances are extremely 
sensitive issues to staff but careful consideration might be given to the guidelines for such 
allowances given their potential to mount up. 

x Equipment: Most equipment costs are relatively low but there is potential for incurring 
seemingly low expenses that mount up when upscaling is taken into account. Buoyage or 
signage of MPAs is a frequent request and at first glance seems reasonable but at the scale 
of hundreds of MPAs it is a significant and recurring expense that may not be essential.   

x Environmental awareness: There is scope for reducing the cost of awareness materials and 
streamlining awareness raising exercises into the planning process as mentioned above. 
These processes are simple and reliant on little if any technology.  

x Research and external planning: External research is a comparatively expensive activity; 
frequently the results are not easily applicable to management or of more interest to external 
agencies. Research considered as vital and responding to local priorities might be 
outsourced or performed in partnership with external academic organizations and national 
research permitting authorities may be able to encourage selection of community priorities. 

x Monitoring: Scientific monitoring incurs significant cost especially skilled labor and 
transport. Such monitoring has yet to be proven to be an essential component of LMMA 
implementation and at a site level perceptual approaches may be far cheaper and less 
disempowering for communities. For the purposes of central coordination or project 
evaluation monitoring at selected subsamples of sites may be adequate. Costs of monitoring 
may potentially be allocated to central or external budgets. 

x Incentives and alternative income generation: The use of incentives, cash or otherwise, 
sits ill with customary tenure, empowerment, resilience and the upscaling of LMMA 
approaches.  Use of incentives will likely be counterproductive (leading to “green-mail”) 
and untenable for upscaling and would not seem to be a useful strategy in wider LMMAs.   

x Other opportunities for reducing costs: An important strategic partnership should be 
explored in terms of disaster prevention and, more recently, adaptation to climate change 
initiatives. These programmes require similar community engagement processes to LMMAs 
and would greatly benefit from the adaptive and regularly reviewed approach advocated for 
LMMAs.  For these initiatives the costs of revisiting communities may be prohibitive but 
communities may be able to review relevant undertakings or plans as part of routine LMMA 
adaptive management processes.  

Implement gradually and organically 
Major national and regional projects have a track record of ambitious scale and large initial wastage 
of resources.  In addition, the large number of coastal communities in Melanesia suggest that if 
attempts were made to engage directly with all of them costs would soon be astronomical.   
 
A gradual approach aiming to increase the enabling environment for community management and 
focusing on establishing government (decentralized) capacity through successful large scale 
examples of LMMA networks would seem to hold the best chances of being both affordable and 
achievable.  Such an approach would be implemented over a medium terms (say 10 years) and: 

1. Ensure that policy and legislation are supportive or do not represent an unreasonable hurdle 
to communities wishing to sustainably manage customarily owned resources.  Ensure policy 
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coordination at relevant level (e.g. environment, fisheries, adaptation, disaster 
preparedness). 

2. Provide practical guidance on the options for communities and local authorities to 
implement community based management. 

3. Government, NGOs and other relevant stakeholders agree and coordinate national strategies 
including decentralized and integrated approaches. 

4. Appropriate management units and decentralized responsible officers are defined. 
5. Decentralized management units are operationalized through provision of staff and capacity 

in a staggered fashion i.e. best organized or prepared units/provinces start implementation 
first followed by others when appropriate. 

6. First networks of sites are supported based on community requests/commitment and 
logistical considerations.  Appropriate awareness raising is provided through the media to 
enable communities to consider implementation by themselves or submit requests for 
support. 

7. Regular stakeholder reviews of progress and adaptation of the approach carried out throught 
appropriate social networks. 

Costing a national approach to LMMAs  
The two examples of national approaches available for comparison give some idea of the operations 
that might be required. Local (decentralized) field staff are supported by centrally located technical 
experts in guiding interested communities through community planning processes. Communities 
with established plans are reviewed at agreed intervals (1-3 years) and any major problems arising 
are responded to as possible. New communities are added to the programme as time and work 
permits although in Fiji communities may support each other in implementation.  A small amount 
of wastage is accepted as some communities may leave the programme if it does not meet their 
needs.  
 
The cost per site or village in Samoa and Fiji is US$1,344 and US$800 respectively although on an 
area basis Fiji is an order of magnitude cheaper.  The estimated yearly cost of national support is 
some US$67,000 for Samoa and US$136,000 for Fiji.  Extrapolating for Fiji, the yearly cost of 
providing the same level of services to all the Fijian Qoliqoli would be in the order of US$300-
400,000. The figure may be considerably less than this as it does not take into account that a small 
proportion of sites have been supported at a far higher cost by other institutions or that costs upon 
which this is based combine new (more expensive) sites with ongoing support of established sites 
(cheaper).  In addition, decentralization and stream-lining is resulting if far more cost-effective 
approaches in Kadavu and other Fijian provinces. 
 
However, these costs do not adequately reflect overheads or more general occupancy costs for 
institutional involvement and do not assume major institutional strengthening or restructure. Factors 
that may reduce the costs in Fiji relative to the rest of Melanesia is the comparative ease of road 
access to a bulk of sites and the success of holding multi-village meetings.  Neither of these factors 
appear likely assumptions in the rest of Melanesia.  
 
Other costs that would need to be accounted for are those pertaining to national and international 
networks and the role played by the Environment Department and other supporting institutions such 
as the judiciary.   
 
Costs would be reduced to the extent that they may be shared with other government agencies and 
sectors as discussed.  Considering the variables discussed above and allowing for a gradual, organic 
and decentralized approach it is possible that a sustained investment in the order of 0.1-0.5 million 
dollars per year over at least a 10 year period would be necessary to establish a national 
decentralized system of support for community based adaptive management, somewhat more in 
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PNG.  A potential framework for costing the comprehensive national implementation of integrated 
management and LMMAs in line with the seven steps outlined above is presented in Table 24.   
 
7DEOH�����$Q�RXWOLQH�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�HVWLPDWLQJ�WKH�FRVW�RI�D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�QDWLRQDO�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�
LQWHJUDWHG�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�/00$V��
 National Sub-national / province 
Initial stages Policy coordination and legal review  
 National dissemination of policy 

guidance 
Local dissemination of policy 
guidance 

 National networking and 
coordination (including social 
network) 

Networking and coordination 

 Assessment of subnational 
management units and order of 
implementation 

 

 Capacity building of national and 
subnational key staff 

Capacity building of local key 
government and other staff in first 
pilot subnational / provincial 
networks 

  Strategic identification of pilot 
sites/networks and planning 

 Provision of technical advice Implementation of LMMAs in first 
networks (10-100 sites) 

  Follow-up visits to pilot sites (review 
and problem solving) 

 Monitoring and evaluation meetings 
 

Monitoring and evaluation 

 Costs: 
x Fisheries, Environment 

Department and other staff 
x Technical experts 
x Transport and workshops/ 

meetings 
x Production of awareness 

materials and media 
x Communications 

Costs: 
x Local government and other staff 
x Transport and living allowances 
x Dissemination of awareness 

materials and media 
x Communications 

Ongoing Provision of technical advice Ongoing response to problems or 
requests for assistance in new 
communities 

 Monitoring and evaluation meetings Monitoring and evaluation 
 Replication of approaches in new 

provinces or sub-national units 
Networking and sharing of 
experiences with other communities 
and provinces 
 

 Costs: 
x As above 

Costs: 
x Core staff and transport budgets 
x Networking 
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Conclusions and recommendations 
The South Pacific has experienced a remarkable proliferation of marine resource management in the 
last decade carried out by over 500 communities spanning 15 independent countries and territories 
representing a unique global achievement. 
 
The approaches being developed at national levels make use of existing community strengths in 
traditional knowledge, customary tenure and governance and combined with a local awareness of 
the need for action result in what have been most aptly termed Locally Managed Marine Areas 
(LMMAs). The main driver in most cases is a community desire to maintain or improve livelihoods 
within a context where conservation and sustainable use are inseparable as part of surviving 
concepts of traditional environmental stewardship. 
 
The effort of communities and their supporting governmental and non-governmental organizations 
has resulted in over 12,000 km2 coming under active management in the independent countries of 
which more than 1,000 km2 is “no-take”.  This progress comes at a time when older models of 
larger, centrally planned, reserves have failed in almost all cases resulting in the need to review the 
inclusion of some 14,000 km2 of such “paper parks” in national and global databases of the region.  
 
The spread and endurance of these LMMAs is attributable in great part to the perception of 
communities that benefits are, or are very likely to be, achieved.  Such benefits include recovery of 
natural resources, improved food security, improved governance, access to information and 
services, health impacts, improved security of tenure, cultural recovery and community 
organization.  Less explicit benefits may also be perceived ranging from exclusion of other 
stakeholders from fishing areas to the “fringe benefits” of working with outside agencies or even 
outright incentives. 
 
The increased abundance of target species within closed areas has been quantifiably verified but 
less scientific evidence has been gathered for other benefits. It is likely that communities perceive 
some combination of benefits that, together, sum an acceptable return on their investment. Perhaps 
the major benefit accruing is the realization by communities of the increased control and resilience 
of the resources upon which they rely afforded by this adaptive management. 
 
Despite difficulties in quantifying the impact of LMMA approaches on livelihoods, the information 
that is available combined with the absence or failure of alternative approaches strongly supports 
community based adaptive management as the fundamental building block of integrated island 
management or ecosystem approaches. 
 
Some of the major innovations that have supported the proliferation of LMMAs have been the 
operation of clusters of sites supported by regional, national and sub-national umbrellas or social 
networks. Others include the adoption by support agencies of simple participatory learning and 
action approaches, the development of more support oriented roles by government agencies, a 
burgeoning recognition of the importance of cost-effectiveness and the development in some cases 
of supportive legal frameworks. 
 
Though wide-spread implementation of LMMAs will result in an increase in the number of marine 
protected areas, concentrating on this aspect alone would be costly and hard to sustain.  Significant 
environmental or fishery benefits from the possible increases in numbers of no-take zones are not 
likely unless communities address other issues in their wider fishing area and watersheds using a 
greater range of management tools.  Evidence suggests that such integrated approaches are entirely 
possible and that costs at the pilot stage may feasibly be in the order of hundreds of dollars per 
community although some of the approaches being piloted seem unrealistically expensive. 
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Realizing the full potential of local management would best be carried out under the auspices of 
national or provincial governments in collaboration with civil society to develop cost effective 
mechanisms for the support and coordination of adaptive management in any and all communities 
which are experiencing natural resource threats.  Such widespread approaches would be necessary 
to reduce costs and ensure an affordable long term resource management strategy best adapted to 
achieving not only national commitments to protected areas but also priorities relating to 
livelihoods such as food security, resilience and adaptation to climate change.  
 
Government and institutional recommendations  

x Enhancing the role of government:  Future support should seek to consolidate the long 
term role of the various levels government in supporting and coordinating local marine 
resource management.  Such a strategy, ideally decentralized, might be implemented in a 
gradual or staggered fashion and would require strong collaboration from civil society 
organizations in achieving government institutional development goals. An important tool 
will be national or sub-national social networks or support umbrellas. 

x Multi-sector integration in practice: Fisheries and environmental sectors will need to put 
into practice effective and on the ground collaboration to support communities in achieving 
local and national sustainable development priorities. Legislation for inshore fisheries, 
protected areas and wider environmental management will need to be improved in tandem.  

x Integrated island management as the goal:  Marine protected areas alone will be fragile, 
costly and unlikely to achieve long-term community or national benefits.  The adaptive 
management processes central to LMMAs should be built on to include ecosystem wide 
(particularly terrestrial) and sustainable development issues and incorporate climate change 
adaptation and resilience.  Some large scale pilots of such approaches may be appropriate 
where sufficient experience has not been attained. 

x Enabling environment: Institutions and legislation will need to develop in a fashion more 
supportive of community initiative towards sustainable management of resources and 
remove bureaucratic bottle-necks currently insurmountable by communities.  

x Tenure and traditional governance: The success of local management approaches hinges 
largely on traditional tenure and governance systems.  Great care should be taken before 
undermining or reforming these systems which appear vital to sustainable environmental 
management in the region. 

x Characterize and defend local and cultural approaches:  LMMAs have developed in 
response to local needs and culture and may often have characteristics such as small size, 
periodic opening and location determined by social rather than biological factors. 
International bodies are not necessarily aware of this and these characteristics may require 
clarification to them before international definitions of Protected Areas or Conservation can 
be assumed to be regionally applicable.   

 
Financial and economic recommendations  

x Cost effectiveness: National budgets are amongst the smallest in the world and face 
considerable demands to meet human development priorities such as health, education and 
food production.  High priority should be placed on cost-effectiveness of environmental 
management approaches and maximizing the range of livelihood benefits for such 
approaches to be feasible strategies for government. 

x Sustainable financing: As an essential prerequisite to sustainable financing strategies, cost 
effectiveness of marine resource management approaches must be assessed and improved.  
Long term government budgetary support for inter-linked approaches that build on 
community management must be actively sought.  Trust funds and corresponding legal 
contracts may be able to play a crucial role in ensuring the constant and long term financing 
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of such core government activities and may be able to safeguard against likely donor 
fatigue. 

x Debunking alternative income generation: While there is evidence to suggest that wide-
scale support of local resource management will improve livelihoods in terms of food 
security and resilience there is little evidence that most “income generation projects” are 
viable in the long term.  As such approaches often serve as an unsustainable incentive which 
deter or distract communities from more effective resource management they should not be 
automatically accepted in the resource management tool-kit.  

 
Operational and implementation recommendations  

x Appropriate monitoring: A process of ongoing community discussion and review of 
progress seems essential to community based adaptive management.  However, quantitative 
and scientific monitoring has not met expectations at the community level to date and given 
its cost and reliance on external expertise should not be promoted without first testing and 
discarding simpler (e.g. perceptual) approaches reliant on existing community knowledge 
and expertise.  Monitoring at a national level will be necessary for coordination but again 
this should be designed bearing in mind cost and simplicity of implementation to provide 
results useful to decision-makers.  

x Improve and enhance participatory processes: Ongoing evaluation of techniques and 
processes used to promote and support community management should be performed.  
Issues that may need particular attention include community involvement and 
empowerment, development of appropriate mixes of traditional and national governance and 
marine tenure in Western Melanesia.  

x Research needs: Community members are key decision-makers and resource managers.   
Researchers and technical institutions urgently need to improve processes to identify 
community priority information needs and in ensuring necessary information reaches 
communities in a timely and useable fashion.  

 
The Pacific Islands nations are facing potentially apocalyptic challenges in terms of mounting 
pressures on finite natural resources, burgeoning populations and adaptation to the far-reaching 
impacts of climate change.  The lessons learned in achieving the wide proliferation of locally 
managed marine areas will be key to adopting viable strategies for surmounting these challenges but 
only if focus can be widened to encompass their full potential as building blocks for integrated 
island management in support of resilient Pacific Island communities. 
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Annex 1: Summary status of marine managed areas – 
Independent countries 
 

Annex 2: Summary status of marine managed areas – 
Territories and associated states 
 

Annex 3: Survey of legal measures related to Community 
Conserved Areas in Pacific Island Independent States 
 

Annex 4: Costs of implementing LMMAs at site level 
 

Annex 5: Marine Managed Area data sets  
Raw data have been provided to SPREP and national authorities.  Data sets are available online in 
GIS format at Reefbase.org  
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Annex 1: Summary status of marine managed areas – Independent 
countries 
 
The present study aimed to “provide an up to date inventory of all the available information on the number and size 
of formally gazetted, non-gazetted MPAs and LMMAs in Melanesia and Polynesia and to provide a rough estimate 
of the current size in km2 of gazetted and non-gazetted MPAs in each country and sub-region.  Most independent 
countries did not have official lists of MPAs so the data available in the World Database of Protected Areas which 
has recently incorporated other major data sources was used as a starting point and was used as an indicator of sites 
that could be considered “official” or gazetted as the varying and confusing legal regimes across countries did not 
allow for rigorous distinction between gazetted and non-gazetted sites.  
 
Information on the MMAs of South Pacific countries and territories was compiled thanks to the following 
contributors: American Samoa; P. Anderson (SPREP) with DMWR. Cook Islands; S. George with, A. Tiraa, 
National Environment Service, Fisheries Department (MAF). Fiji; FLMMA / IAS, A. Tawake, K. Tabunakawai 
with, J. Comley. French Polynesia ; J. Petit, M. Verducci, P. Cohen. New Caledonia; C. Chevillon, C. Vieux. 
Niue; B. Pasisi, D. Fisk and MPAglobal.org. Papua New Guinea; M. Pontio, R. Samuel, J. Kinch, H. Walton, A. 
Jenkins, H.Perks, P. Lokani, D. Melick, D. Afzal, R.Hamilton and LMMA Annual Report 2007. Samoa; P. Ifopo, 
T. Tauaefa, P. Anderson (SPREP) with Samoa Government (Fisheries and Environment Departments). Solomon 
Islands; H. Tafea, D. Notere, A. Schwarz, P. Ramohia, B. Manele, J. Healy, A. Bero, S. Aswani, R. Hamilton. 
Tokelau; Axford 2007, D. Fisk and Vunisea 2004. Tonga; S. Malimali, P. Cohen. Tuvalu , S. Alefaio. Wallis and 
Futuna; C. Vieux and, Vieux et al. 2004. Vanuatu; T. Maltali, S. Rena and, Johannes & Hickey 2004, C. Bartlett. 

Caveats 
A total possible number of sites is given for each country based on WDPA figures plus sites recorded in 
this study. An estimate of how many of these may “enjoy better protection than the surroundings” 
reported within the last 3 years was used to determine “active” sites.  Individual LMMA and CCA sizes 
were gathered for significant proportion of sites but for most countries the area coverage is based on less 
than the total number of sites and therefore represents a minimum figure.  New data are becoming 
available on a regular basis and countries have been encouraged to update national lists during this project 
so the present inventory represents a snapshot of the data available during 2008. 

Sources of statistics: 
SPC: Population, Population density, Annual growth rate, Land area, EEZ Area, Territorial waters 

(Procfish project: Approximate area of internal and territorial waters based on SWBD: Shuttle 
Radar Topography Mission Water Body1) 

SOPAC: Coast line 
Spalding et al. 2001: Reef area 
WDPA: information is currently under review and was extracted from the World Database on Protected 

Areas (WDPA) in January 2008. The WDPA is a joint project of UNEP and IUCN, produced by 
UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) and IUCN WCPA. Please contact 
protectedareas@unep-wcmc.org for more information 

MMA sites and locations:  The sources and collaborators are acknowledged on each country page. 
MMA area coverage: Area of MMAs is based primarily on information published or provided by sites or 

sponsoring organizations. Where this is lacking the information from WDPA was used although 
wherever possible boundaries were delineated using GIS software (P. Anderson for Samoa and 
IAS/FLMMA for Fiji).  For Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, Cook Islands, PNG and Tuvalu area 
estimates were derived using GoogleEarth (earth.google.com) to trace sketch maps or estimated 
boundaries based on the available satellite imagery. Areas were calculated using GEpath 1.4.3 
(http://www.sgrillo.net/googleearth/gepath.htm). 

 

                                                
1 http://www.spc.int/coastfish/sections/reef/PROCFish_Web/Modules/GIS/GISCountryChoice.aspx 
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Cook Islands 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV�LQ�&RRN�,VODQGV��5DURWRQJD�VKRZQ�LQ�LQVHW��
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Cook Islands basic data 
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���DUH�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV��$SDUW�
IURP�WKH�6XZDUURZ�1DWLRQDO�3DUN��WKH�7LNLRNL�0DULQH�5HVHUYH�
DQG�WKH�7DNXWHD�:LOGOLIH�6DQFWXDU\��PRVW������00$V�DUH�
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               Fiji 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI�����0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��VKDGHG��DQG�1R�WDNH�]RQH�RU�tabu�ORFDWLRQV��EROG��LQ�)LML��VRXUFH��)/00$��
�
Fiji Islands basic data 
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:'3$�LV�QRW�FOHDU�DQG�GDWD�LV�ODFNLQJ�IRU�WKH�PDMRULW\��WKH�
)/00$�LQYHQWRU\�SUREDEO\�SURYLGHV�WKH�EHVW�LQGLFDWLRQ�RI�
³DFWLYH��VLWHV�DW�WKH�FXUUHQW�WLPH���7KH�����)/00$�VLWHV�DUH�QRW�
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JURZWK�WKDW�PD\�FXUUHQWO\�EH�OHYHOLQJ�RII��7KH�VLWXDWLRQ�LQ�)LML�LV�D�
FOHDU�H[DPSOH�RI�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�RI�FXVWRPDU\�PDULQH�WHQXUH�DV�D�
WRRO�IRU�PDULQH�UHVRXUFH�PDQDJHPHQW�DV�PRVW�VLWHV�PDQDJH�WKHLU�
HQWLUH�WUDGLWLRQDO�ILVKLQJ�JURXQGV��I qoliqoli��DV�ZHOO�DV�
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Papua New Guinea 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 
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������NP���7KHVH�VLWHV�DUH�PRVWO\�³SURSRVHG´�DQG�PDQ\�DUH�
OLNHO\�WR�EH�LQDFWLYH�EDVHG�RQ�ORFDO�UHSRUWV���7KH�FXUUHQW�VWXG\�
KDV�GRFXPHQWHG����&RPPXQLW\�&RQVHUYHG�$UHDV�ZLWK�D�PDULQH�
FRPSRQHQW��XVXDOO\�GHQRPLQDWHG�/RFDOO\�0DQDJHG�0DULQH�$UHDV�
�/00$V��EXW�DOVR�FRPSULVLQJ�:0$V��&RPPXQLW\�)LVKHU\�
0DQDJHPHQW�$UHDV�DQG�3ULYDWH�$UUDQJHPHQWV��2QO\����RI�WKHVH�
���UHFRUGV�DUH�LQFOXGHG�LQ�WKH�:'3$�OLVW���$OWKRXJK�WKH�PDMRULW\�
RI�&&$V�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�DW�OHDVW�UHFHQWO\�DFWLYH�DQG�D�
QXPEHU�DUH�LQ�YDULRXV�VWDJHV�RI�QHJRWLDWLRQ�RU�SURSRVDO��,W�LV�
GLIILFXOW�WR�FRQILUP�WKLV�RU�LQGHHG�REWDLQ�UHOLDEOH�JHRVSDWLDO�GDWD�
IRU�PRUH�WKDQ�KDOI��)RU�WKHVH�UHDVRQV�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DYDLODEOH�
IRU�31*�LV�GRHV�QRW�SURYLGH�DQ�DFFXUDWH�HVWLPDWH�DQG�IXUWKHU�
ZRUN�LV�UHTXLUHG��
�
&RPPRQO\�FRPPXQLWLHV��VXSSRUWHG�WR�YDU\LQJ�GHJUHHV�E\�ORFDO�
RU�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�1RQ�*RYHUQPHQW�2UJDQL]DWLRQV��DUH�GHVLJQDWLQJ�
SHUPDQHQW�RU�SHULRGLF�tabu�RU�QR�WDNH�]RQHV�DQG��LQ�DW�OHDVW���
FDVHV��DUH�DOVR�SUHSDULQJ�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQV�RI�WKH�ZLGHU�
WUDGLWLRQDO�ILVKLQJ�JURXQGV��$V�PDQ\�WKUHDWV�WR�WKH�PDULQH�
HQYLURQPHQW�RULJLQDWH�LQODQG��HFRV\VWHP�EDVHG�DSSURDFKHV�DUH�
LQFUHDVLQJO\�FRQVLGHUHG��6RPH�VLWHV�GDWH�EDFN�PRUH�WKDQ����
\HDUV�DOWKRXJK�UHFHQWO\�WKH�QXPEHUV�KDYH�VZROOHQ�ZLWK�WKH�

                                                
2 E.g. Jenkins and Kula 2000, Chatterton et al. in press 

DGGLWLRQ�RI�FRPPXQLW\�ILVKHULHV�VLWHV��DOWKRXJK�WKH�SURMHFW�KDV�
ILQLVKHG�WKHVH�PD\�VWLOO�EH�DFWLYH���
�

Marine Managed Areas Km2 n 
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��DFWLYH�
� � ���  (80?) 
/RFDOO\�0DQDJHG�0DULQH�$UHDV��DFWLYH�� � ��  (70?) 
&RPPXQLW\�FRQVHUYHG�DUHDV

� � �� 
1R�WDNH�=RQHV*** �DFWLYH�� � �� (80?) 
00$�FRYHUDJH��DOO�UHFRUGV�



� ������ 60 
/00$�FRYHUDJH�� ����� 23 
$UHD�RI�1R�WDNH�=RQHV�� ����� 31 
$YHUDJH�17=�� ����� 31 
0HGLDQ�17=�� ����� 31 
0D[�17=�DUHD�� ���� 31 
0LQ�17=�DUHD�� ������ 31 

*Protected areas with marine component **IUCN definition ***Some LMMAs 
contain more than 1 NTZ ****figures in brackets are the size of the sample from 
which these figures were calculated, some sites may not be active. 
�
7KH�GDWD�DYDLODEOH�IRU�WKH�/00$�VLWHV�WKRXJKW�WR�EH�DFWLYH�
VXJJHVW�PRUH�WKDQ����NP��RI�PDULQH�DUHD�LV�XQGHU�PDQDJHPHQW�
ZLWK�VRPH����NP��RI�1R�WDNH�]RQHV�RU�tabu���2QH�tabu�]RQH�LV�
����NPð�EXW�WKH�PDMRULW\�DUH�XQGHU�D�ILIWK�RI�NPð����
�
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Km2

 
)LJXUH��6L]H�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�1R�WDNHV�]RQHV�LQ�31*�

0DGDQJ�
GHWDLO�

.LPEH�GHWDLO�



 
6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF���$�����

 

Samoa 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI����GRFXPHQWHG�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��ź��DQG����QR�WDNH�]RQHV�RU�ILVK�UHVHUYHV��;��LQ�6DPRD�
�
Samoa basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ��������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ���
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� ������
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ����
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ��������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV


� ������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ����
�
7KH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV�OLVWV�D�WRWDO�RI����
SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�ZLWK�D�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�UHFRJQL]HG�E\�WKH�
'LYLVLRQ�RI�(QYLURQPHQW�	�&RQVHUYDWLRQ��'(&����7KHVH�LQFOXGH�
WKH�$OHLSDWD�DQG�6DIDWD�0DULQH�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV��$603$��
HVWDEOLVKHG�LQ������DQG�ZKLFK�FRYHU������NPð�HQFORVLQJ����
YLOODJH�QR�WDNH�]RQHV�FRYHULQJ������NPð���7KH�UHPDLQLQJ���
SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�DUH�UHSRUWHG�WR�KDYH�PDULQH�DUHDV�RI������NPð�
�7DIXD�DQG�)DOHDOXSR�5DLQIRUHVW�5HVHUYHV�DQG�8DIDWR�
&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�EHLQJ�WKH�ODUJHVW����7KLV�LV�OLNHO\�WR�EH�DQ�
RYHUHVWLPDWH�DQG�LW�LV�QRW�FOHDU�LI�WKHUH�LV�DFWLYH�PDQDJHPHQW��
�
7KH�)LVKHULHV�'LYLVLRQ��)'��LQLWLDWHG�D�ODUJH�VFDOH�9LOODJH�
)LVKHULHV�3URJUDP�LQ�WKH�ODWH�����V�ZKLFK�UHVXOWHG�LQ�XS�WR����
YLOODJHV�GHYHORSLQJ�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQV�IRU�WKHLU�PDULQH�DUHDV�
LQFOXGLQJ�QR�WDNH�]RQHV�LQ�PDQ\�FDVHV���&XUUHQWO\�VRPH����RI�
WKHVH�&RPPXQLW\�%DVHG�)LVKHULHV�0DQDJHPHQW��&%)0��VLWHV�
DUH�DFWLYH�DQG�RQJRLQJ�DVVHVVPHQW�E\�WKH�)'�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�WKH�
&%)0�PDQDJHG�DUHDV�FRYHU�PRUH�WKDQ������NPð�ZLWK����QR�WDNH�
]RQHV�FRYHULQJ�����NPð��
�
7KH�3DOROR�'HHS�0DULQH�5HVHUYH�LV�FR�PDQDJHG�EXW�HVVHQWLDOO\�
DOO�6DPRD¶V�00$V�FDQ�EH�FODVVLILHG�DV�&RPPXQLW\�&RQVHUYHG�
$UHDV��
�
7KH�$603$��&%)0�VLWHV�DQG�PDULQH�DUHDV�RI�WKH�WHUUHVWULDO�
SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�FRPSULVH�D�WRWDO�RI�������NPð��%RWK�'(&�DQG�)'�
DLP�WR�FRQWLQXH�H[SDQGLQJ�HIIRUWV�ZLWK�WKH�DGGLWLRQ�RI�VHYHUDO�

VLWHV�SHU�\HDU�HDFK�DQG�LQFUHDVHG�FROODERUDWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�
DJHQFLHV��
��

Marine Managed Areas Km2 n 
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��DFWLYH�
� � �� (54?) 
/RFDOO\�00$V���YLOODJH�GLVWULFW��DFWLYH�� � ������ (52?/2) 
&RPPXQLW\�FRQVHUYHG�DUHDV

� � ���
1R�WDNH�=RQHV***� � ���
00$�FRYHUDJH��DOO�UHFRUGV�



� ������ 59 
/00$�FRYHUDJH�� ������ 53 
$UHD�RI�1R�WDNH�=RQHV�� ����� 71 
$YHUDJH�17=�� ������ 67 
0HGLDQ�17=�� ������ 67 
0D[�17=�DUHD�� ������ 67 
0LQ�17=�DUHD�� ������ 67 

*Protected areas with marine component **IUCN definition ***Some LMMAs 
contain more than 1 NTZ ****figures in brackets are the size of the sample from 
which these figures were estimated, some sites may not be active. 
�
:KLOH�WKH�H[DFW�QXPEHU�RI�1R�WDNH�]RQHV�LV�VWLOO�EHLQJ�
GHWHUPLQHG�LW�DSSHDUV�WKDW�WKH�WRWDO�DUHD�LV�RYHU����NPð���$OO�1R�
WDNH�]RQHV�DUH�OHVV�WKDQ�����NPð�LQ�VL]H�ZLWK�WKH�PDMRULW\�EHLQJ�
XQGHU������NPð���6RPH�RI�WKH�ILVKHULHV�UHVHUYHV�DUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�
RSHQHG�IRU�RFFDVLRQDO�KDUYHVW��

0

40

<0.01 <0.1 <0.5 <1 <5 <50 <150 150+

Km2

 
)LJXUH��6L]H�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�00$V��GDUN�EDUV��DQG�1R�WDNH�]RQHV�
�FOHDU�EDUV��LQ�6DPRD�EDVHG�RQ�DYDLODEOH�GDWD�IURP����DQG����
VLWHV�UHVSHFWLYHO\��



 

 
6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF���$�����

 

Solomon Islands 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI�����RI�WKH�����0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV�LQ�6RORPRQ�,VODQGV��H[FOXGLQJ�(��5HQQHOO�:RUOG�+HULWDJH�$UHD��
�
Solomon Islands basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ��������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ���
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� �������
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ������
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ����������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV


� ��������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ������
�
7KLV�VWXG\�KDV�GRFXPHQWHG�����0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��00$V��
LQ�6RORPRQ�,VODQGV�RI�ZKLFK����DUH�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�
RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV������00$V�VKRZ�VLJQV�RI�EHLQJ��DFWLYH��RI�
ZKLFK�����FDQ�EH�FODVVLILHG�DV�&RPPXQLW\�&RQVHUYHG�$UHDV�DQG�
WKH�UHPDLQLQJ���DUH�FR�PDQDJHG�ZLWK�VWURQJ�FRPPXQLW\�
LQYROYHPHQW��7KH�ROGHVW�IXQFWLRQLQJ�00$V�GDWH�WR�WKH�PLG�����V�
DQG�VLQFH������WKH�QXPEHUV�RI�&&$V�DSSHDU�WR�EH�LQFUHDVLQJ�
H[SRQHQWLDOO\�ZLWK�PDMRU�LQFUHDVHV�RYHU�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV�RZLQJ�WR�
GLVWULFW�DSSURDFKHV�LQ�,VDEHO�DQG�:HVWHUQ�3URYLQFH��
�
$UQDYRQV�&RPPXQLW\�0DULQH�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�LV�D�FR�
PDQDJHG�DUHD�EDVHG�RQ�DQ�0R8�EHWZHHQ�QDWLRQDO��SURYLQFLDO�
DQG�FRPPXQLW\�VWDNHKROGHUV�DQG�DFFRXQWV�IRU�QHDUO\�KDOI�RI�WKH�
QR�WDNH�PDULQH�DUHD������� NPð����(DVW�5HQQHOO�:RUOG�+HULWDJH�
$UHD�QRPLQDOO\�KDV�D�PDULQH�DUHD�RI�VRPH�����NP���IURP�WKH�
FRDVW�WR��QP�VHDZDUGV��EXW�WKHUH�LV�QR�LQIRUPDWLRQ�LQGLFDWLQJ�WKDW�
WKLV�DUHD�LV�DFWLYHO\�PDQDJHG��
�
,Q�DW�OHDVW�WZR�FDVHV�FRPPXQLWLHV�DUH�GHILQLQJ�PDQDJHPHQW�
UXOHV�IRU�WKH�HQWLUH�DUHD�XQGHU�WKHLU�FXVWRPDU\�PDULQH�WHQXUH�DQG�
GHVLJQDWLQJ�QR�WDNH�0DULQH�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV��03$V��RU�tabu�
]RQHV�ZLWKLQ�WKLV��.LD�DQG�9HOOD�/DYHOOD���)RU�WKH�PRVW�SDUW�
WKRXJK�FRPPXQLWLHV�DUH�IRFXVLQJ�RQ�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�tabu�]RQHV�RU�
03$V�DQG�ZKLOH�VL[�RI�WKHVH�DUH�ODUJH��RYHU���NPð��DURXQG�WZR�
WKLUGV�DUH�VPDOOHU�WKDQ�� NPð����
�

Marine Managed Areas  Km2 n 
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��DFWLYH�
� � ��� (113) 
/RFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV��DFWLYH�� � ��������� (112) 
&RPPXQLW\�FRQVHUYHG�DUHDV

� � ����
1R�WDNH�=RQHV�RU�tabus***� � ����
00$�FRYHUDJH��DOO�UHFRUGV�



�� ��������� 111  
/00$�FRYHUDJH�� ������ 110 
$UHD�RI�1R�WDNH�=RQHV�� ������ 95 
$YHUDJH�17=�� ���� 95 
0HGLDQ�17=�� ���� 95 
0D[�17=�DUHD�� ������ 95 
0LQ�17=�DUHD�� ������ 95 

*Protected areas with marine component **IUCN definition ***Some CCAs/ 
LMMAs contain more than 1 NTZ +If the two networks of tabus at Kia and Vella 
Lavella are not counted as single LMMAs ****potential (includes ERWHA) 
�
$Q�LPSRUWDQW�IHDWXUH�RI�WKH�&&$V�LV�WKDW����RI�����QR�WDNH�]RQHV�
DUH�SHULRGLF�RU�URWDWLRQDO�FORVXUHV��2I�WKH�UHPDLQGHU�SHUKDSV�
RYHU����DUH�SHUPDQHQW�FORVXUHV�DQG�IRU�WKH�UHVW�WKH�VWDWXV�LV�QRW�
FOHDU���,W�LV�WR�EH�H[SHFWHG�WKDW�LQ�PDQ\�FDVHV�WKH�FRPPXQLW\�
tabus�PD\�EH�RSHQHG�IRU�KDUYHVW�RFFDVLRQDOO\��
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)LJXUH��6L]H�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�1R�WDNH�]RQHV�LQ�6RORPRQ�,V��



 

 
6WDWXV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�RI�ORFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV�LQ�WKH�6RXWK�3DFLILF���$�����

 

Tonga 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV�LQ�7RQJD��UHFRUGHG�LQ�WKH�:'3$��;��DQG�6SHFLDO�0DQDJHPHQW�$UHDV��WULDQJOHV��
�
Tonga basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ��������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ����
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� ����
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ����
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ��������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV


� �������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ������
�
7KH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV�OLVWV����SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�
ZLWK�D�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�LQ�7RQJD�FRYHULQJ�VRPH�������NPð���
7KH�+D
DSDL�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�FRPSULVHV�������RI�WKHVH���
7KHVH�00$V�DUH�UHSRUWHG�WR�EH�QHLWKHU�DFWLYH�QRU�FXUUHQWO\�
HQIRUFHG����,Q�FRQWUDVW�ZLWK�RWKHU�3DFLILF�,VODQG�FRXQWULHV��
FXVWRPDU\�WHQXUH�LV�QRW�DQ�DYDLODEOH�WRRO�IRU�FRDVWDO�UHVRXUFH�
PDQDJHPHQW�EXW�D�UHFHQW�DQG�RQJRLQJ�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�)LVKHULHV�
LQLWLDWLYH�KDV�UHVXOWHG�LQ���DFWLYH�6SHFLDO�0DQDJHPHQW�$UHDV�IRU�
FRDVWDO�FRPPXQLWLHV�DQG�WKHUH�DUH�SODQV�IRU�PRUH����
�
7KH�6SHFLDO�0DQDJHPHQW�$UHDV�H[WHQG�D�WRWDO�RI������NPð�RI�
ZKLFK�VRPH������NPð�DUH�SHUPDQHQW�QR�WDNH�]RQHV���7KH�1R�
WDNH�]RQHV�LQ�WKH�6SHFLDO�0DQDJHPHQW�$UHDV�UDQJH�IURP�����
NPð����
�
:LWK�WKH�H[FHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�)DQJD
XWD�DQG�)DQJD�.DNDX�/DJRRQV�
5HVHUYH�DW������NPð�WKH�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKH�00$V�OLVWHG�E\�WKH�
:'3$�DUH�VLJQLILFDQWO\�VPDOOHU�WKDQ�����NPð��
�
�
�

                                                
3 Ausaid 2007 

Marine Managed Areas  Km2 n 
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��DFWLYH�
� � �� (6?) 
/RFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV��DFWLYH�� � � (6) 
&RPPXQLW\�FRQVHUYHG�DUHDV

� � ��
1R�WDNH�=RQHV�***� � ��
00$�FRYHUDJH��DOO�UHFRUGV��� 10,009 �� 
/00$�FRYHUDJH�� 92.9� � 
$UHD�RI�1R�WDNH�=RQHV�� ����� 9 
$YHUDJH�17=�� ���� 6 
0HGLDQ�17=�� ���� 6 
0D[�17=�DUHD�� ���� 6 
0LQ�17=�DUHD�� ����� 6 

*Protected areas with marine component **IUCN definition ***3 LMMAs contain 2 
NTZ 
�
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)LJXUH��6L]H�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�1R�WDNH�]RQHV�LQ�7RQJD��:'3$�
PDULQH�DUHDV�UHSRUWHG�DUH�LQFOXGHG�H[FHSW�+D¶DSDL��Q ����
�
�
�
�
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�

Tuvalu 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�)XQDIXWL�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�DQG�ERXQGDULHV�LQ�)XQDIXWL��7XYDOX��
�
Tuvalu basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ����
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� ���
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ���
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ��������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV


� �������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ����
�
7KH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV�OLVWV�RQH�GHVLJQDWHG�
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHD�LQ�7XYDOX��WKLV�LV�WKH�)XQDIXWL�
&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD��)&$��ZLWK�DQ�DUHD�RI������ NPð���7KH�)&$�
ZDV�HVWDEOLVKHG�LQ������DQG�ZKLOH�LW�ZDV�SURPRWHG�DQG�
VXSSRUWHG�E\�H[WHUQDO�DJHQFLHV�FDQ�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�D�&RPPXQLW\�
&RQVHUYHG�$UHD��&&$V�����
�
1RQ�JRYHUQPHQW�DQG�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�DJHQFLHV�KDYH�EHHQ�ZRUNLQJ�
ZLWK�QDWLRQDO�JRYHUQPHQW�LQ�VXSSRUW�RI�&&$V�DQG�WKLV�KDV�
UHVXOWHG�LQ�WKH�UHFHQW�GHFODUDWLRQ�E\�FRPPXQLWLHV�RI�&&$V�LQ�
WKUHH�LVODQGV��7KH�UHPDLQLQJ�ILYH�LVODQGV�LQ�7XYDOX�UHSRUW�WKH�
H[LVWHQFH�RI�PDULQH�&&$V�EULQJLQJ�WKH�WRWDO�RI�00$V�WR����DQG���
LQODQG�ODJRRQ�&&$��
�
7KH�WRWDO�PDULQH�DUHD�XQGHU�PDQDJHPHQW�LV������NPð�RI�ZKLFK���
QR�WDNH�]RQHV�PDNH�XS������NPð��WKH�ODUJHVW�RI�ZKLFK�LV�WKH�
)&$���
�
,Q�VRPH�FDVHV�FRPPXQLWLHV�DUH�GHILQLQJ�PDQDJHPHQW�UXOHV�IRU�
WKH�HQWLUH�DUHD�XQGHU�WKHLU�FXVWRPDU\�PDULQH�WHQXUH��)RU�WKH�

PRVW�SDUW�FRPPXQLWLHV�DUH�IRFXVLQJ�RQ�PDQDJHPHQW�UXOHV�ZLWKLQ�
VSHFLILF�DUHDV�DQG�LQ�VRPH�FDVHV�IRU�SDUWLFXODU�VSHFLHV����$OO�
00$V�LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�)&$�PD\�RFFDVLRQDOO\�EH�RSHQHG�WR�
KDUYHVWLQJ�IRU�LPSRUWDQW�HYHQWV����
�

Marine Managed Areas  Km2 n 
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��DFWLYH�
� � �� (4+?) 
/RFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV��DFWLYH�� � �� (4+?) 
&RPPXQLW\�FRQVHUYHG�DUHDV

��DFWLYH�� � �� (4+?) 
1R�WDNH�=RQHV***� � � 
00$�FRYHUDJH��DOO�UHFRUGV�� ����� 10 
/00$�FRYHUDJH�� ����� 10 
$UHD�RI�1R�WDNH�=RQHV�� ����� 3 
$YHUDJH�17=�� ������ 3 
0HGLDQ�17=�� ������ 3 
$YHUDJH�00$�� ����� 10 
0HGLDQ�00$�� ����� 10 

*Protected areas with marine component **IUCN definition ***most CCA allow 
some restricted harvesting  
�
�
�
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Vanuatu 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 

 
0DS�VKRZLQJ�ORFDWLRQ�RI�0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV�LQ�WKH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV��FURVVHV��DQG�/00$V�&&$V��WULDQJOHV��
�
Vanuatu basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ��������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ���
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� �������
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ������
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ��������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV


� �������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ������
�
7KH�:RUOG�'DWDEDVH�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV�OLVWV����SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�
ZLWK�D�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�LQ�9DQXDWX��7KH�3UHVLGHQW�&RROLGJH�
DQG�0LOOLRQ�'ROODU�5HHI�0DULQH�5HVHUYH�������NP���LV�SHUKDSV�WKH�
EHVW�NQRZ�00$�EXW�WKH�WUDGLWLRQDO��SUDFWLFH�RI�FORVLQJ�UHHI�DUHDV�
XQGHU�D�EDQ�RU�tabu�LV�WKRXJKW�WR�VWLOO�EH�ZLGHVSUHDG�DOWKRXJK�
ODUJHO\�XQUHFRUGHG���$YDLODEOH�UHFRUGV���RI�WKHVH�&RPPXQLW\�
&RQVHUYHG�$UHDV��&&$V��DV�ZHOO�DV�LQLWLDWLYHV�SLRQHHUHG�E\�
)LVKHULHV�DQG�(QYLURQPHQW�'HSDUWPHQWV�DQG�ORFDO�1*2V�
VXJJHVW�DW�OHDVW����&&$V�ZLWK�D�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�DUH�
GRFXPHQWHG�RU�UHSRUWHG�RI�ZKLFK����DUH�LQFOXGHG�LQ�WKH�:'3$�
OLVW����HQWU\�FRPSULVHV�D�QHWZRUN�RI����&&$V�����
�
7KH�9DWWKH�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD��3DXQDJLVX�03$��0\VWHU\�,VODQG�
03$�DQG�1JXQDB3HOH�03$�QHWZRUN��1303$��SUREDEO\�
UHSUHVHQW�WKH�ODUJHVW�PDULQH�&&$V�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�OLPLWHG�
LQIRUPDWLRQ�DYDLODEOH���,QIRUPDWLRQ�LV�ODFNLQJ�IRU�D�PDMRULW\�RI�VLWHV�
LQ�WKH�:'3$�OLVW�DV�ZHOO����
�
$UHD�HVWLPDWHV�DYDLODEOH�IRU����VLWHV�VXJJHVW�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�DW�OHDVW�
�����NP���RI�PDULQH�DUHD�PDQDJHG�PRVW�RI�ZKLFK�LV�DWWULEXWDEOH�
WR�&&$V��$OWKRXJK�&&$V�DUH�WKRXJKW�WR�EH�UHODWLYHO\�VPDOO�WKH�
DYHUDJH�DQG�PHGLDQ�VL]HV�RI�WKH����VLWHV�DUH�EHWZHHQ�������NP��

DOWKRXJK�WKH�1303$�FRPSULVHV�D�QHWZRUN�RI�VPDOOHU�VLWHV���

                                                
4 Johannes and Hickey 2004 

�
$�UHJLVWHU�RI�3URWHFWHG�$UHDV�DQG�&RPPXQLW\�&RQVHUYHG�$UHDV�
LV�UHSRUWHGO\�PDLQWDLQHG�E\�WKH�(QYLURQPHQW�'HSDUWPHQW�EXW�LV�
QRW�FXUUHQWO\�DYDLODEOH�DQG�FRQFHUWHG�HIIRUWV�DW�GRFXPHQWLQJ�
00$�FRYHUDJH�DUH�XUJHQWO\�QHHGHG���
�

Marine Managed Areas  Km2 n 
0DULQH�0DQDJHG�$UHDV��DFWLYH�
� � �� (20+) 
/RFDOO\�PDQDJHG�PDULQH�DUHDV��DFWLYH�� � ��� (??) 
&RPPXQLW\�FRQVHUYHG�DUHDV

� � �� (19+) 
1R�WDNH�=RQHV�RU�tabus***� � �� 
00$�FRYHUDJH��DOO�UHFRUGV�



� ����� (22) 
/00$�FRYHUDJH�� ����� (19) 
$UHD�RI�1R�WDNH�=RQHV�� ����� (22) 
$YHUDJH�17=�� � �
0HGLDQ�17=�� � �
0D[�17=�DUHD�� � �
0LQ�17=�DUHD�� � �

*Protected areas with marine component **IUCN definition ***Some CCAs/ 
LMMAs contain more than 1 NTZ  
�
�
�
�
�
�

(IDWH��GHWDLO��
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Annex 2: Summary status of marine managed areas – Territories 
and associated states 

American Samoa 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
American Samoa basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� 65,000 
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� 325 
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� 1.67 
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� 200 
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� 116 
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� 390,000 
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV��NPð�


� 9,910 
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ����
���00$�DUHD�� ������
���/00$�FRYHUDJH� ����
���17=�DUHD�� ������

*SPC statistics **SOPAC data  ***SPC PROCFish project.**** Spalding et al. 2001�
�
1LQHWHHQ�SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�LQ�$PHULFDQ�6DPRD�FRYHU�PRUH�WKDQ�������NP��RI�PDULQH�DUHD��7KH�5RVH�$WROO�1DWLRQDO�:LOGOLIH�5HIXJH�DORQH�
DFFRXQWV�IRU�������NP��RI�WKHVH�DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3DUN�RI�$PHULFDQ�6DPRD�DFFRXQWV�IRU�D�IXUWKHU����NP���7KH�UHPDLQLQJ�VLWHV�UDQJH�IURP�
�����WR������NP��LQ�VL]H�DQG�FRPSULVH����FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�ILVKHULHV�PDQDJHPHQW�SURJUDP��&)03��UHVHUYHV����VSHFLDO�PDQDJHPHQW�DUHDV�
�60$V�����1DWLRQDO�1DWXUDO�/DQGPDUNV��D�WHUULWRULDO�PDULQH�SDUN�DQG�WKH�)DJDWHOH�%D\�1DWLRQDO�0DULQH�6DQFWXDU\��7KH�DYHUDJH�VL]H�RI�00$�
LV������NP��DQG�WKH�PHGLDQ�����NP���
�
7KH�RQO\�SHUPDQHQW�QR�WDNH�DUHD�LV�5RVH�$WROO��D�UHPRWH�DWROO��7KH�1DWLRQDO�3DUN�RI�$PHULFDQ�6DPRD�FRQWUDFWV�ZLWK�ODQG�RZQHUV��ZKR�DJUHH�
WR�FHUWDLQ�UHVWULFWLRQV�LQ�UHWXUQ�IRU�PRQHWDU\�VXSSRUW��VXEVLVWHQFH�ILVKLQJ��KRZHYHU��LV�DOORZHG�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�SDUN�DUHDV�DQG�HQIRUFHPHQW�LV�
ODFNLQJ��7KH�)DJDWHOH�%D\�1DWLRQDO�0DULQH�6DQFWXDU\��)%106��LV�UHYLHZLQJ�WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQ�LQ�FROODERUDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�6DQFWXDU\¶V�
$GYLVRU\�&RXQFLO��ORFDO�JRYHUQPHQW�SDUWQHUV�DQG�YLOODJHUV�WR�HQKDQFH�DQG�VWUHQJWKHQ�IXWXUH�PDQDJHPHQW���
�
7KH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�0DULQH�	�:LOGOLIH�5HVRXUFHV��'0:5��KDV�DQ�RQ�JRLQJ�&RPPXQLW\�%DVHG�)LVKHULHV�0DQDJHPHQW�3URJUDP��&)03��LQ����
SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�YLOODJH�03$V��HDFK�ZLWK�LWV�RZQ�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQ���$OO�RI�WKH�&)03�UHVHUYH�VLWHV�ZHUH�HVWDEOLVKHG�DQG�PDQDJHG�SULQFLSDOO\�WR�
VXSSRUW�WKH�FRQWLQXHG�VXVWDLQDEOH�H[WUDFWLRQ�RI�UHQHZDEOH�OLYLQJ�UHVRXUFHV�ZLWKLQ�RU�RXWVLGH�WKH�03$�E\�SURWHFWLQJ�ELRORJLFDOO\�LPSRUWDQW�
KDELWDW�RU�SURYLGLQJ�KDUYHVW�UHIXJLD��7KHVH�03$V�DOVR�UHVWULFW�DFWLYLWLHV�WKDW�PD\�DGYHUVHO\�LPSDFW�HFRORJLFDO�RU�FXOWXUDO�VHUYLFHV��(DFK�RI�WKH�
VLWHV�SURKLELWV�UHVRXUFH�H[WUDFWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�H[FHSWLRQ�RI�VXEVLVWHQFH�ILVKLQJ�IRU�FXOWXUDO�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�VSHFLILF�LQVWDQFHV��$W�WLPHV�FHUWDLQ�DUHDV�
RI�WKH�UHHI�ZLOO�EH�RSHQHG�IRU�XVH�E\�HOGHUV�LQ�WKH�YLOODJH�WKURXJK�WKH�SHUPLVVLRQ�RI�WKH�YLOODJH�FRXQFLO�DQG�DV�RXWOLQHG�LQ�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�03$¶V�
PDQDJHPHQW�SODQ��&ORVXUH�RI�WKH�VLWHV�H[SLUHV�DIWHU�WKUHH�\HDUV��DW�ZKLFK�WLPH�WKH�YLOODJH�UHYLHZV�WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQ�DQG�LWV�HIIHFWV�DQG�
GHFLGHV�LI�WKH\�ZRXOG�OLNH�WR�FRQWLQXH�LW�ZLWK�WKH�VDPH�UHJXODWLRQV��DOWHU�WKH�UHJXODWLRQV�RU�GLVFRQWLQXH�WKH�SURJUDP��6RPH�YLOODJHV�HOHFW�WR�
RSHQ�WKH�VLWHV�WHPSRUDULO\�IRU�ILVKLQJ�EHIRUH�FORVLQJ�WKHP�IRU�DQ�H[WHQGHG�SHULRG��'0:5�LV�PRYLQJ�WRZDUG�GLVFXVVLRQV�RI�PRUH�ORQJ�WHUP�RU�
SHUPDQHQW�FORVXUHV�IRU�FRPPXQLW\�VLWHV�DQG�D�FRPSHQGLXP�RI�YLOODJH�E\�ODZV�UHJXODWLQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�D�YLOODJH�PDULQH�SURWHFWHG�DUHD�KDV�EHHQ�
GUDIWHG�XQGHU�'0:5�FRGH�WR�LPSURYH�HQIRUFHPHQW��'0:5�LV�DOVR�GHYHORSLQJ�D�QHWZRUN�RI�QR�WDNH�03$V�ZLWK�D�WDUJHW�WR�LQFOXGH�����RI�
WKH�WHUULWRU\¶V�FRUDO�UHHI�HFRV\VWHPV�E\���������
�

                                                
5 Goldberg et al. 2008, Fenner et al . 2007, Gombos et al. 2007. 
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French Polynesia 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
French Polynesia basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ��������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ���
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� ������
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ������
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ����������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV��NPð�


� ��������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� �����
���00$�DUHD�� ������
���&&$�/00$�FRYHUDJH




� ����
���17=�DUHD�� ������

*SPC statistics **SOPAC data  ***SPC PROCFish project.**** Spalding et al. 2001 **** Rahui and PGEM sites�
�
5HSRUWV�RQ�WKH�TXDQWLW\�DQG�VL]H�RI�00$V�LQ�WKH�)UHQFK�3DFLILF�2YHUVHDV�7HUULWRULHV�YDU\���*DEULH�HW�DO���������UHSRUW���03$V�DQG���00$�
ZLWK���QR�WDNH�]RQHV�IRU�)UHQFK�3RO\QHVLD��7KH�:'3$�DV�RI�-XQH������UHSRUWHG���SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�ZLWK�D�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�LQ�)UHQFK�
3RO\QHVLD�7KH�UHVXOWV�REWDLQHG�LQ�WKH�FXUUHQW�VWXG\�DUH�DW�YDULDQFH�ZLWK�WKHVH�ILJXUHV��
�
)UHQFK�3RO\QHVLD�UHSRUWV���03$V���������NP���DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�)DNDUDYD�%LRVSKHUH�UHVHUYH��������NP��PDULQH�DUHD��FRPSULVLQJ���DWROOV�HDFK�
ZLWK�RQH�RU�PRUH�PDULQH�FORVHG�DUHDV��������NP��WRWDO���D�0DULQH�=RQH�0DQDJHPHQW�3ODQ��3*(0��LQ�0RRUHD�ZLWK���FORVHG�DUHDV�������NP���
DQG�DQ�DGGLWLRQDO�WZR�UHSRUWHG�WUDGLWLRQDO�FORVXUHV�RU�UDKXL�����NP��WRWDO����7KHUH�DUH�DW�OHDVW�ILYH�UDKXL�RU�WUDGLWLRQDO�FORVXUHV��URWDWLRQDO��
LQWHJUDWHG�LQWR�WKH�)DNDUDYD�%LRVSKHUH�UHVHUYH�LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�WKH�DERYH�WZR�GRFXPHQWHG�UDKXL�ZKLFK�WRJHWKHU�WRWDO�VRPH�����NP���PRVW�RI�
ZKLFK�DUH�URWDWLRQDO�DQG�PD\�EH�VSHFLHV�VSHFLILF��7KH�3*(0�DQG�%LRVSKHUH�5HVHUYH�LQFRUSRUDWH�ZLGH�GHJUHHV�RI�FRPPXQLW\�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�
WKURXJK�FR�PDQDJHPHQW�DUUDQJHPHQWV����,W�LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�RWKHU�UDKXL�H[LVW�DQG�YDULRXV�LQLWLDWLYHV�KDYH�UDLVHG�WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�WKHLU�UHYLYDO��
�

New Caledonia 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
New Caledonia basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� ��������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ���
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� �������
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ������
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ����������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV��NPð�


� �������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ������
���00$�DUHD� �������
���17=�DUHD�� ����

*SPC statistics **SOPAC data  ***SPC PROCFish project.**** Spalding et al. 2001�
�
5HSRUWV�RQ�WKH�TXDQWLW\�DQG�VL]H�RI�00$V�LQ�WKH�)UHQFK�3DFLILF�2YHUVHDV�7HUULWRULHV�YDU\���*DEULH�HW�DO���������UHSRUW����03$V�IRU�1HZ�
&DOHGRQLD��7KH�:'3$�DV�RI�-XQH������UHSRUWHG����SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�ZLWK�D�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�IRU�1HZ�&DOHGRQLD��7KH�UHVXOWV�REWDLQHG�LQ�
WKH�FXUUHQW�VWXG\�DUH�DW�YDULDQFH�ZLWK�WKHVH�ILJXUHV��
�
1HZ�&DOHGRQLD�UHSRUWHG�D�WRWDO�RI����00$V�DV�RI�-XO\������FRYHULQJ�������NP����7KH�³/DJRRQV�RI�1HZ�&DOHGRQLD��5HHI�'LYHUVLW\�DQG�
$VVRFLDWHG�(FRV\VWHPV´�ZDV�GHFODUHG�D�:RUOG�+HULWDJH�VLWH�RQ��VW�RI�-DQXDU\������FRPSULVLQJ��������NP���DQG�FRQVLVWLQJ�RI�VL[�PDMRU�
ODJRRQDO�DUHDV�ZLWK�D�FRUH�PDULQH�DUHD�RI��������NP���7KH�00$V�DUH�PDQDJHG�LQ�D�FHQWUDOL]HG�PDQQHU�EXW�WKHUH�DUH�SDUWLFLSDWRU\�
PDQDJHPHQW�FRPPLWWHHV�LQ�WZR�DUHDV�����
�

                                                
6 Verducci et al 2007, Julie Petit pers.comm., Gabrie et al. 2007, Benet 2005. 
7 Christophe Chevillon, Pers. Comm. to C. Vieux, http://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/-La-Nouvelle-Caledonie-.html, 
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1115/ 

http://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/-La-Nouvelle-Caledonie-.html
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Niue 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
Niue basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� 1,600 
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� 6 
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� -2.40 
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� 259 
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� 64 
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� 390,000 
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV��NPð�


� 2,983 
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ����
���00$�DUHD� �����
���/00$�FRYHUDJH� �����
���17=�DUHD� �����

*SPC statistics **SOPAC data  ***SPC PROCFish project.**** Spalding et al. 2001�
�
7KH�:'3$�OLVWV���00$V�LQ�1LXH�FRYHULQJ�D�WRWDO�RI������NP��RI�ZKLFK�������LV�WKH�PDULQH�FRPSRQHQW�RI�WKH�+XYDOX�)RUHVW�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�
$UHD�DQG�LV�D�VXEVLVWHQFH�XVH�DUHD���8QGHU�WKH�635(3�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�:DWHUV�3URJUDPPHV�WKH�WZR�YLOODJHV�RI�0DNHIX�DQG�$ORIL�1RUWK�VHW�XS�
IRXU�WHPSRUDU\�FORVHG�DUHDV�DQG�YLOODJHUV�GHFLGHG�WKDW�FORVHG�DUHDV�ZLOO�URWDWH�DV�ILVKLQJ�VWRFNV�UHYLYH���)LVK�OHYHOV�ZHUH�WR�EH�PRQLWRUHG�WR�
VHH�ZKHWKHU�FORVHG�DUHDV�DUH�LQFUHDVLQJ�VWRFNLQJ�OHYHOV���7KHVH�FORVXUHV�DUH�UHSRUWHG�WR�VXUYLYH�LQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�D�MRLQW�03$�DQG�D�QR�WDNH�
]RQH����
�
�

Tokelau 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
Tokelau basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� 1,200 
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� 100 
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� 0.02 
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� 12 
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� 101 
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� 290,000 
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV��NPð�


� 6,999 
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ����
���00$�DUHD�� ����±������
���/00$�FRYHUDJH� ����±������
���17=�DUHD� "�

*SPC statistics **SOPAC data  ***SPC PROCFish project.**** Spalding et al. 2001�
�
7KH�:'3$�OLVWV���00$V�LQ�7RNHODX�EXW�DUHD�HVWLPDWHV�DUH�SURYLGHG�IRU�RQO\�RQH��)DNDRIR�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD�DW�����NP��RI�PDULQH�DUHD���1R�
UHFHQW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�REWDLQHG�IRU�WKH�VWDWXV�RI�SURWHFWHG�DUHDV�LQ�1LXH�DOWKRXJK�WKH�63&�ZDV�SURYLGLQJ�VXSSRUW�IRU�&RPPXQLW\�
)LVKHU\�0DQDJHPHQW�3ODQV�LQ����������:RUN�FDUULHG�RXW�E\�635(3�LQ��������VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�WKHUH�ZHUH���FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DUHDV�LQ�$WDIX�$WROO�
FRYHULQJ�����NP���)DNDRIX�$WROO�KDG�)HQXD�/RD�&$�ZKLFK�LV�WKH�RQH�UHFRUGHG�DW�����NP��LQ�WKH�:'3$�DQG�DQRWKHU�PHDVXULQJ������NP����DQG�
WKHUH�ZHUH�D�IXUWKHU�WZR�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DUHDV�LQ�1XNXQRQX�$WROO�FRPLQJ�WR������NP����,I�WKHVH�DUHDV�DUH�VWLOO�DFWLYH�WKHQ�WKH�WRWDO�DUHD�RI�/00$�
IRU�7RNHODX�ZRXOG�EH������NP���
�

                                                
8 Fisk 2007b 
9 Fox et al. 2007 
10 Brendon Pasisi, Logo Seumanu, pers. comms. 2009 
11 Vunisea 2004 
12 D. Fisk. Pers. Comm. 2009 
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Wallis and Futuna 
Status of Marine Managed Areas 

 
Wallis and Futuna basic data 
3RSXODWLRQ�������HVW��
� �������
3RSXODWLRQ�GHQVLW\����NPð�
� ����
$QQXDO�JURZWK�UDWH����
� �����
/DQG�DUHD��NPð�
� ����
&RDVW�OLQH��NP�

� ����
((=�$UHD��NPð�
� ��������
7HUULWRULDO�ZDWHUV��NPð�


� ������
5HHI�DUHD��NPð�



� ����
���00$�DUHD�� ��
���17=�DUHD�� ��

*SPC statistics **SOPAC data  ***SPC PROCFish project.**** Spalding et al. 2001�
�
5HSRUWV�RQ�WKH�TXDQWLW\�DQG�VL]H�RI�00$V�LQ�WKH�)UHQFK�3DFLILF�2YHUVHDV�7HUULWRULHV�YDU\���*DEULH�HW�DO���������UHSRUW���03$V�LQ�:DOOLV�DQG�
)XWXQD��7KH�UHVXOWV�REWDLQHG�LQ�WKH�FXUUHQW�VWXG\�DUH�DW�YDULDQFH�ZLWK�WKHVH�ILJXUHV��
�
,Q�:DOOLV�DQG�)XWXQD��WKH�WUDGLWLRQDO�FKLHIV�DUH�UHSRUWHG�WR�KDYH�DSSURDFKHG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�DGPLQLVWUDWRUV�LQ������UHTXHVWLQJ�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�
RI�03$V��7ZR�WR�WKUHH�DUHDV�ZHUH�FKRVHQ�EXW�WKHUH�KDV�EHHQ�QR�PRQLWRULQJ�DQG�DSSDUHQWO\�WKHVH�00$V�DUH�QRW�IXQFWLRQDO����
�

  
�

                                                
13 Vieux et al. 2004, C. Vieux Pers. Comm. 
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Tonga 
Erika J. Techera 
 

Recognition of Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas 
(ICCAs) in national law or policy or 
as part of the PA network system 
ICCAs are not specifically recognised in 
national legislation.   
 
The Parks and Reserves Act 1976 
established the Parks and Reserves Authority 
(under s.3) which has the power to declare or 
cancel terrestrial and marine protected areas 
in Tonga (under s.4(1)).  Such parks or 
reserves are then registered under s.4(3).  In 
particular ‘parks’ are administered for the 
benefit and enjoyment of all people (under 
s.7), but ‘reserves’ are administered for the 
protection, preservation and maintenance of 
a valuable feature which allows for greater 
conditions of entry (under s.8).  ‘Marine 
reserves’ are administered ‘for the 
protection, preservation and control of any 
aquatic form of life and any organic or 
inorganic matter therein’ (under s.9).  
However, this Act does not specifically 
mention ICCAs.  Protected areas can also be 
declared under the Birds and Fish 
Preservation Act 1988 and the Forests Act, 
but no reference is made in those Acts to 
community-based conservation. 

                                                
1 Prepared by the cited authors as part of IUCN 
WCPA/CEESP 2008. A survey of legal and policy 
measures related to Indigenous and Community 
Conserved Areas (ICCAs) in 21 countries. Strategic 
Direction on Governance, Communities, Equity, and 
Livelihoods in Relation to Protected Areas 
(TILCEPA). 

Other general policies/laws that 
recognize indigenous/community 
territories or rights to areas or 
natural resources 
Constitution of Tonga 
Under the Constitution all land vests in the 
King and he may grant hereditary estates to 
nobles and titular chiefs.  However, these 
lands cannot be sold and are subject to 
allotment.  Every male child over the age of 
16 years is entitled to two allotments of land 
which can be allowed out of these hereditary 
estates or Crown land (see also the Land 
Act). 
 
Fisheries Management Act 2002  
The Act provides for conservation, 
management and sustainable utilisation of 
fishery resources.  Under the Act the 
Minister may declare any area of fisheries 
waters and subjacent land to be a Special 
Management Area (SMA).  The Minister 
may then designate any local community in 
Tonga to be a ‘coastal community’ for the 
purposes of community based fisheries 
management.  Thereafter the Minister may 
allocate to the coastal community the 
responsibility for management of any Special 
Management Area and prescribe the rights 
and responsibilities of the coastal community 
in respect of that Area.  The coastal 
community is then responsible for organising 
itself in a manner that is conducive to the 
effective conservation and management of 
fisheries resources in the SMA. Whilst s.15 
provides that the Minister must consult with 
the local community prior to the making of 
regulations for the SMA and issuing licences 
for fishing in the SMA.  The Act also 
provides for consultation with coastal 
communities, in the preparation and review 
of each fishery plan.   

Annex 3: Survey of legal measures related to Indigenous 
Community Conserved Areas (ICCAs) in Tonga, Samoa, 
Vanuatu, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, and Fiji1 
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Strengths 
The regime provides a clear legislative 
mechanism for devolution of power to 
manage SMAs to local custodians. 
 
Weaknesses 
The Fisheries Management Advisory 
Committee constituted under s.8 has a 
minimum of eight members of which only 
one represents coastal communities.  
Furthermore, the mechanism by which a 
coastal community is designated is unclear.  
Also the Act does not ensure that coastal 
community views will prevail in terms of 
either the making of regulations or granting 
of fishing permits, only that they must be 
‘consulted’.  It is still the centralised 
authorities that can override community 
considerations in these areas.   
 
Aquaculture Management Act 2003 
Whilst the Minister retains responsibility for 
the control, management and development of 
aquaculture (whether on land or in any 
aquatic area), this responsibility may be 
designated to a local community or any 
coastal community (as established under the 
Fisheries Management Act 2002). 

Overall Comments 
It appears that community based 
conservation projects are operating in Tonga 
(for example the giant clam sanctuaries and 
fisheries Special Management Areas).  
However, neither custom nor customary law 
are mentioned in the Constitution.  Nor is 
customary marine tenure exercised in Tonga 
and access to fishery resources is open.  
Therefore, the legal status of these areas is 
uncertain.  The above provisions, which 
provide for community management, are 
within fisheries legislation rather than the 
broader protected area management law.  As 
Tonga has enacted such legislation, the 
inclusion of ICCAs within the Parks and 
Reserves Act may be appropriate.   
 
The Environmental Impact Assessment Act 
2003 includes a broad power to the Minister 

to assess any major project for effects upon 
inter alia, ecosystems, endangered flora or 
fauna, areas of cultural or scientific value, 
land, water, fishing grounds, physical or 
cultural resources and the social and the 
economic well-being of communities. How 
this Act interlinks with the above legislation 
is unclear. 

Further references: 
CBD Thematic Report on Protected Areas 
accessible at 
http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/to/to-nr-pa-
en.doc 
Lovell, E R, Palaki, A,  National coral reef 
status report Tonga 
http://www.sprep.org/att/IRC/eCOPIES/Cou
ntries/Tonga/5.pdf  
Powell, G, Analysis of environment-related 
legislation in Tonga. Samoa : SPREP, 2006. 
Accessible at  
http://www.sprep.org/att/publication/000534
_IWP_PTR32.pdf 
 
 
 

http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/to/to-nr-pa-en.doc
http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/to/to-nr-pa-en.doc
http://www.sprep.org/att/IRC/eCOPIES/Countries/Tonga/5.pdf
http://www.sprep.org/att/IRC/eCOPIES/Countries/Tonga/5.pdf
http://www.sprep.org/att/publication/000534_IWP_PTR32.pdf
http://www.sprep.org/att/publication/000534_IWP_PTR32.pdf
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Fiji 
Shauna Troniak, with input from Erika 
Techera and Hugh Govan 
 

Recognition of Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas 
(ICCAs) in national law or policy or 
as part of the PA network system 
CCAs are not expressly featured in national 
law. However, provisions in several statutes 
on forestry, fisheries and natural resources 
do recognize the right of local communities 
to control the use of natural resources to 
varying degrees. 
 
Fiji does not have dedicated legislation 
dealing with protected areas. Current 
protected areas established under assorted 
statutes vary in terms of size and 
conservation potential and cannot be said to 
form a representative protected areas system.  

Other general policies/laws that 
recognize indigenous/community 
territories or rights to areas or 
natural resources 
Constitution (Amendment) Act, 1997 
The Constitution does not offer a blanket 
recognition of customary law; instead, the 
Constitution (Amendment) Act 1997 
recognizes customary law and traditional 
rights to terrestrial land, provided they are 
not inconsistent with any law or governing 
principle of the state. Article 6(b) preserves 
ownership of Fijian land according to Fijian 
custom.  Section 38 guarantees that the law 
applies to every person equally, however it 
also exempts certain laws and administrative 
actions regarding customary land, and 
fishing rights from the equality provision. 
Section 186 of the Constitution makes 
provision for the application of customary 
laws and for dispute resolution in accordance 
with Fijian tradition, but this will depend 
statute law (ie. customary laws do not apply 
automatically and must be expressly 
recognized in a piece of national legislation 

in order to be recognized by the 
government).   
 
Native Lands Act, 1978,  and Native Land 
Trust Act, 1985 
Under the customary system of land tenure, 
terrestrial lands and coastal marine areas are 
the exclusive property of the community. 
Terrestrial lands were traditionally held by 
the vanua (district) until 1880, when the 
Great Council of Chiefs (GCC) resolved that 
native lands should be owned communally 
by the mataqali (clan). This is different to 
the ownership system in place for coastal 
marine areas, which are the property of the 
yavusa (tribe), or in some cases the vanua. 
The Native Lands Act was first enacted in 
1880 and, following the resolution of the 
GCC, duly vested customary lands with the 
mataqali. The Native Land Trust Act, 
provides the legal framework for 
administering native lands in Fiji. 
 
Under the customary system of land tenure, 
terrestrial lands and coastal marine areas are 
the exclusive property of the community. 
Terrestrial lands were traditionally held by 
the vanua (district) until 1880, when the 
Great Council of Chiefs (GCC) resolved that 
native lands should be owned communally 
by the mataqali (clan). This is different to 
the ownership system in place for coastal 
marine areas, which are the property of the 
yavusa (tribe), or in some cases the vanua.  
The Native Lands Act implements Article 6 
of the Constituion.  It states that “[n]ative 
lands shall be held by native Fijians 
according to native custom as evidenced by 
usage and tradition” and provides for the 
registration of land.  A Native Land 
Commission determines the rightful owner of 
land if there is a dispute.  The Native Land 
Trust Act (NLTA) provides that native lands 
cannot be alienated even by customary 
owners, and it vests administrative control of 
native land in the Native Land Trust Board 
(NLTB).  So although the Indigenous people 
have nominal ownership rights, the control 
and management of land is vested in the 
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NLTB for the benefit of the traditional 
owners.   
 
Strengths:  
Communal ownership of native lands is 
constitutionally entrenched and reflected in 
the statutory framework under the Native 
Lands Act and Native Land Trust Act.  This 
is both a strength and a weakness however, 
as the national law recognizes customary 
ownership in terms of the right to use the 
land, and does not recognize full title to the 
land (see below). 
 
Weaknesses:  
Ownership of terrestrial lands and the coastal 
marine zones is an unresolved issue at law. 
While customary owners assert their 
ownership interest in their traditional lands, 
the laws of Fiji maintain that the government 
owns the land with only user rights for 
indigenous people. Section 19 of the Native 
Lands Act, for example, states that all lands 
left vacant by the discontinuance of a 
mataqali landholding unit will revert to the 
Crown. Without legal recognition of title to 
the coastal zones, indigenous people with 
customary rights to an area are not 
guaranteed the opportunity to make 
important decisions on planning and 
development of their traditional lands. 
 
Fisheries Act, 1991 
The Fisheries Act enables limited 
community involvement in coastal marine 
management via provisions that require 
community consent over commercial and 
subsistence fishing in their customary fishing 
rights areas (qoliqoli). The law allows for the 
involvement of communities in the 
governance of the coastal zones and the 
application of customary laws to regulate the 
qoliqoli in some circumstances. The Act also 
creates the position of honorary fish 
wardens, who are community members 
appointed to protect the jurisdiction of 
customary rights holders in the qoliqoli 
areas. 
Section 13 of the Fisheries Act is the 
window through which customary law may 

be applied to govern the coastal marine 
areas. The provision requires commercial 
and non-commercial harvesters to obtain a 
permit from the customary owner of the 
qoliqoli, with a few exceptions. Section 13 
and Regulation 4 of the Fisheries 
Regulations require both commercial and 
non-commercial harvesters to obtain a permit 
to fish on any reef or shellfish bed in a 
registered qoliqoli, with a few exceptions. 
For commercial harvesters, this is a 
precondition on obtaining a license to fish in 
the area. An exception is contained in the 
Act for non-commercial harvesters who use a 
hook and line, spear or portable fish trap that 
can be handled by one person. 
 
Strengths:  
The licensing and permit system under 
Section 13 allow customary owners to 
exercise jurisdiction over the qoliqoli. Any 
fishing by harvesters from outside the 
community must obtain a permit from the 
District Commissioner, which in practice 
must be based on the approval of the local 
chief.  
While fishing cannot be completely 
prohibited by the Fisheries Act and 
Regulations, this may be a good thing as it 
ensures subsistence indigenous fishing rights 
in a country where the main source of protein 
for rural people is from marine resources. 
 
Weaknesses:  
Under the current Fisheries Act, it is legally 
impossible to establish a marine protected 
area where fishing is strictly prohibited. 
While both commercial and subsistence 
harvesters need a license or permit to enter a 
qoliqoli, the exceptions under the Fisheries 
Act for certain methods mean that it is 
legally impossible for a community to set up 
a protected area without ministerial 
designation. This gap in the law has led to 
many complications related to enforcement 
by the community of both customary and 
national fisheries laws. In addition, though 
the definition of “fish” under the Fisheries 
Act is broad, non-living marine resources 
seem to be beyond the ambit of the Act, and 
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so may not benefit from protections under 
the Act. 
National Trust of Fiji Act, 1970 
This law establishes the National Trust of 
Fiji, with an overall purpose to provide for 
the sustainability of Fiji’s natural and 
cultural heritage. In discharging its mandate 
the National Trust is empowered to enter into 
conservation agreements with landowners. 
Strengths:  
The mandate of this statutory body is broad 
and includes the protection, preservation and 
management of any site deemed significant 
to Fiji’s natural and cultural heritage.  
Weaknesses:  
Under the Act, landowners may enter into 
agreements or accept covenants to preserve a 
heritage area, but no role for landowners in 
terms of protection or management of these 
sites is stipulated under the Act.  

Overall Comments 
Protected areas may be established under 
various national laws – for example, the 
Fisheries Act and Regulations allow for the 
creation of marine reserves that prohibit 
fishing except by certain fishing methods.  
Other relevant legislation would include the 
Forestry Act and Forestry Decree, which 
allow for the creation of reserved forests and 
strict nature reserves, and the Environment 
Management Act (2005), which requires 
environmental assessments of development 
activities likely to have a significant impact 
on designated or proposed protected areas.  
The recognition of communal ownership of 
terrestrial lands (under the Constitution, 
Native Lands Act and other aspects of the 
land management framework) and fishing 
rights in relation to coastal marine zones 
(under the Fisheries Act) make it likely that 
customary owners will be engaged in the 
process of establishing and managing a 
protected area, but no legislation specifies 
the nature or extent of their role in these 
processes. 

Further references:  
Erika J. Techera, “Customary law and 
community based conservation of marine 

areas in Fiji” (Paper presented to the 
Environmental Justice and Global 
Citizenship Conference, July 2007) 
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Papua New Guinea 
Suzie Kukuian, Centre for Environment Law 
and Community Rights, and Shauna Troniak 
 

Recognition of Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas 
(ICCAs) in national law or policy or 
as part of the PA network system 
The national laws of PNG do not expressly 
recognize community conserved areas, but 
such an arrangement may be arrived at 
indirectly via legal mechanisms examined in 
Section III (below). 
 
The law in Papua New Guinea does not 
formally recognize CCAs as part of its 
network of protected areas. However, recent 
developments have shown that PNG will 
eventually adopt policies and laws that will 
establish and strengthen CCAs in a PA 
network. 

Other general policies/laws that 
recognize indigenous/community 
territories or rights to areas or 
natural resources 
indigenous/community territories or rights to 
areas or natural resources, under which such 
communities can conserve their own sites? 
 
Constitution of the Independent State of 
Papua New Guinea (1975) 
The Constitution of the Independent State of 
PNG recognizes PNG customs as being part 
of the Underlying laws of the country as long 
as the custom is not inconsistent to any 
existing laws and is not repugnant to the 
general principles of humanity.  This gives 
recognition to customary ownership by 
people of Papua New Guinea over their land 
which extends to the sea and natural 
resources. Having recognition of customs as 
part of the underlying laws means that all 
laws in PNG must take this into 
consideration to enable dual recognition at 
the national level and the community level.  
 

Fisheries Management Act (1998) 
The Fisheries Management Act makes it a 
condition of access and license holding the 
respect of local and community government 
laws, including and in particular the customs, 
traditions and customary rights of the 
indigenous inhabitants. 
 
Fauna (Protection and Control) Act (1966) 
The vast majority of protected areas in PNG 
have been established as “wildlife 
management areas” under the Fauna 
(Protection and Control) Act, which 
provides a mechanism for the community to 
control fauna on land and in water subject to 
customary tenure. Customary landowners 
may call for the establishment of a wildlife 
management area, and this engages a 
several-step process under the Act. This 
includes the establishment of a Wildlife 
Management Committee, the development of 
rules and penalties particular to the wildlife 
management area, and publication in the 
National Gazette. The process of establishing 
wildlife management areas however has 
stalled and no new areas are currently being 
gazetted.  
 
Organic Law on Provincial Governments 
and Local Level Governments (1996) 
In part as a response to the difficulties in 
formalizing protected areas under national 
laws, the national government developed a 
broadly based Decentralization Framework 
to give important legislative functions to 
lower levels of government. Under this 
structure, provincial and local level 
governments in PNG have legislative powers 
and functions over important areas like 
resource management, and have the right to 
consult on development measures. The 
Organic Law on Provincial Governments 
and Local Level Governments devolves 
powers over natural resource use and 
sustainable development to each of the 
nineteen provinces and local level 
governments within the provinces. Provincial 
and local levels of governments thus have 
the power to establish and manage protected 
areas, and to arrange for community-based 
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management of lands and waters held under 
customary tenure.  
 
Communities may therefore have the 
opportunity to conserve their traditional sites 
under local conservation agreements. Locally 
Managed Marine Areas (LMMA), which are 
community initiatives, have already been 
given legal recognition in this way. Under 
this system, local level governments have the 
power to enact local environmental laws, 
including laws related to resource 
management and protected areas, imposition 
of fines for breach of its laws, and protection 
of flora and fauna. Local level conservation 
agreements between communities and local 
level governments may thus be constituted 
under the authority granted by mainly the 
Organic Law. Based on this, the declared 
taboo areas are given legal recognition when 
a local level government passes a local level 
law on Terrestrial and Marine Environment 
to set aside protected areas/taboo areas. 
Breaches of the law are resolved according 
to the customs in the area where the village 
elder or chief will mediate. If a party or 
parties fail to reach an agreement or comply 
with a directive from the village elder, the 
conflict is brought before the Village Court 
under the Village Court Act, which will 
apply custom and the provisions of the 
specific Terrestrial and Marine Environment 
LLG Act and the Village Court Act. 
Strengths: 
The devolution of power to local level 
governments has the potential to make 
government representation more responsive 
and the process of establishing a protected 
area more practical for the communities 
involved. Entering into formal conservation 
agreements with local governments gives 
communities access to the local court system 
and additional means of enforcement. 
Weaknesses: 
Local level governments generally lack the 
capacity to manage and enforce protected 
areas. Practical problems related to 
enforcement apply equally to offences 
written into the national laws, under local 
laws, and those solely under customary law. 

In practice, when community members 
violate the terms of the protected area, 
internal rules apply to resolve the issue. The 
village court system deals with violations 
done by those not resident in the community; 
the village courts may impose penalties 
according to local custom, and fines that may 
or may not be monetary. A lot therefore 
depends on the capacity and motivation of 
the community to enforce conservation 
agreements, which naturally will vary from 
community to community. 

Overall Comments 
The concept of Community Conserved Areas 
is very applicable and relevant to the 
circumstances of PNG, but policymakers and 
legislators have not met this need as yet. 
Several national laws relate to biodiversity, 
and in particular to protected areas. These 
include the National Parks Act, the Fauna 
(Protection and Control) Act, and the 
Conservation Areas Act. Each of these laws 
focus on terrestrial ecosystems. Under the 
Fauna (Protection and Control) Act and the 
Conservation Areas Act, establishing or 
regulating a protected area is the function of 
the responsible Minister, in consultation with 
the affected owners and lower levels of 
government. Under the Fauna (Protection 
and Control) Act and the Conservation Areas 
Act, local resource owners must agree to the 
conversion of their lands for conservation 
purposes. No consultation with communities 
is provided for under the National Parks Act. 
Other national laws that relate to the 
preservation of biodiversity include the 
Physical Planning Act (1988), the 
Environment Act (2000), and the 
International Trade (Flora and Fauna) 
(Amendment) Act (2003).  

Further references: 
Flip van Helden, Lessons Learned in 
Community Based Conservation in Papua 
New Guinea (The Nature Conservancy and 
WWF Papua New Guinea, July 2005) 
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Solomon Islands 
Shauna Troniak and Hugh Govan 
 

Recognition of Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas 
(ICCAs) in national law or policy or 
as part of the PA network system 
CCAs are not formally recognized in 
national legislation. 
 
The Solomon Islands cannot be said to have 
a representative network of protected areas, 
does not have dedicated protected areas 
legislation, and there is no national system 
for site selection or guidelines for the 
establishment of protected areas.  

Other general policies/laws that 
recognize indigenous/community 
territories or rights to areas or 
natural resources 
Constitution, 1978 
The Constitution recognizes the right of 
landowners to exercise control over their 
lands and resources. Also, the Solomon 
Islands shall “cherish and promote the 
different cultural traditions” and that 
Parliament shall make provision to apply 
customary laws with particular regard to the 
customs, values and aspirations of the people 
of the Solomon Islands. Schedule 3 to the 
Constitution confirms that customary law is 
part of the national law so long as it is 
consistent with the Constitution or a national 
law; an Act of Parliament may regulate the 
manners in which customary laws are 
applied. 
 
Strengths:  
Customary fishing rights and traditional land 
ownership are recognized in the 
Constitution. Land reservation for the 
purpose of conservation would therefore 
affect customary rights, and communities 
would be engaged in this process. 
Weaknesses:  
The legal meaning and extent of customary 
land ownership is unclear. High court 

decisions have found that traditional owners 
do not own land under the high water mark 
although customary landowners have in 
practice been consulted and compensated 
when land is taken up by the government for 
public purpose.  
 
Fisheries Act, 1998 
The Fisheries Act, in accordance with the 
constitution, recognizes customary fishing 
rights. The Act vests responsibility for 
coastal and inshore fisheries with each of the 
nine provinces. Provincial assemblies may 
enact ordinances to perform essential 
fisheries management functions, including: 
creating measures for the development of the 
fisheries, including fisheries management 
plans; registering customary fishing rights, 
boundaries and persons entitled to these 
rights; designating open or closed seasons 
for fishing of species or within any areas of 
provincial waters; designating closed fishing 
areas; and establishing marine reserves. A 
Fisheries Advisory Council is constituted 
under the Act, a key role of which is to 
endorse fisheries management plans, and 
these may follow a community based 
management approach. Further provisions in 
the Fisheries Act make commercial fishing 
subject to customary fishing rights, require 
compensation be paid to customary owners 
in event of a breach of customary fishing 
rights, and create an offence for failure to 
comply with a compensation order. Though 
provincial governments have the power, 
there is no noted provincial ordinance that 
applies customary fishing rights. 
 
Strengths:  
The Fisheries Act is based on sound 
principles for sustainable development and 
protection of biodiversity. Another of its 
stated core principles is the regard for “any 
customary rights of customary rights holders 
over or in relation to any area within 
Solomon Islands waters” (Section 4). 
Weaknesses:  
Problems relate mostly to implementation, or 
the capacity of the national fisheries 
department and provincial officers to carry 
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out the provisions of the Act. No formally 
endorsed fisheries management plans have 
been implemented at either provincial or 
national levels. The Fisheries Advisory 
Council is reportedly not carrying out its 
functions as under the Act, and there is a 
shortage of skilled staff within the national 
Department of Fisheries and Marine 
Resources to provide the necessary support 
to fisheries officers in the provinces or to the 
communities that want to undertake 
community based fisheries management 
plans. 

Overall Comments 
Under the Fisheries Act, provincial 
governments have the power to implement 
customary law in the coastal zones, but have 
not apparently chosen to exercise this power. 
Decentralization may therefore be in general 
a positive feature of any legal regime that 
implements community based coastal marine 
management, but cannot itself ensure 
positive outcomes for the community as 
much depends on capacity. 

Further references: 
Jackie Healy, Solomon Islands’ Fisheries, 
Marine and Coastal Legislation and Policy 
Gap Analysis (WWF Solomon Islands, May 
2006). 
P. Lokani and W. Atu, “Community 
Leadership in Managing the Arnavon Marine 
Conservation Area” in JC Day et al., eds., 
Proceedings from First International Marine 
Protected Areas Congress, October 2005. 
 
 
 

Vanuatu 
Jess Feehely and Roy Hills, with inputs 
from Antoine Lasgorceix and Shauna 
Troniak 

Recognition of Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas 
(ICCAs) in national law or policy or 
as part of the PA network system 
Environmental Management and 
Conservation Act, 2002 
Under Part 4, Division 2 of the 
Environmental Management and 
Conservation Act, 2002, the Director of 
Environment can register an area as a 
Community Conservation Area (CCA). 
Identification of such sites is made by 
negotiation between the Director and 
customary landowners. Communities must 
agree to establish the CCA, and no site may 
be registered without the assent of the 
customary landowner. The Director can 
negotiate with the custom landowners for the 
protection and registration of any site as a 
CCA, provided the Director is satisfied that 
the area: (i.e. there are no restrictions on 
government or community ownership of land 
comprising a CCA) 
(a) Possesses unique genetic, cultural, 
geological or biological resources. 
(b) Constitutes the habitat of species of wild 
fauna or flora of unique national or 
international importance. 
(c) Merits protection under the Convention 
Concerning the Protection of World Cultural 
and Natural Heritage. 
Registering a CCA provides formal 
recognition of the environmental values of 
the area and conservation activities to protect 
the area. A registered CCA must have an 
approved management plan, and a 
management committee (comprising 
representatives from each community within 
the protected area) who will be responsible 
for implementing and enforcing the 
management plan. The EMC Act is the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Lands, 
Natural Resources, Geology, Energy and 
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Environment, and is administered by a 
government agency called the Vanuatu 
Environment Unit. The Environment Unit 
may provide money or technical advice to 
help plan the conservation and management 
of the area. The Committee must report to 
the Environment Unit each year describing 
the conservation activities that have been 
carried out that year, achievements and any 
punishments for non-compliance. 
Communities may negotiate with the 
Director the boundaries of the CCA2 and the 
rules that take effect within it.3 Customary 
landowners may also apply to the Director to 
cancel or modify the CCA, or amend the 
management plan;4 this is followed by a 
mandatory consultation between the Director 
and the applicant landowner and/or other 
interested parties.5 In addition, the CCA may 
be de-registered if the management plan is 
not being implemented. 
 
Strengths:  
In practice, this system allows the 
community the opportunity to significantly 
influence the form and content of the 
management plan, which may lead to the 
incorporation of traditional knowledge, as 
well as customary landholders’ issues and 
concerns. 
The registration of CCAs provides formal 
recognition for community based 
conservation management and keeps primary 
responsibility for management at a 
community level.  The Environment Unit can 
provide assistance, such as: 

x Assisting with monitoring and 
gathering baseline data about the 
proposed CCA. 

x Preparing an accurate map of the 
proposed CCA. 

x Assisting in the resolution of 
outstanding land ownership issues 
(The Environment Unit does not 
register any CCA where there is an 
unresolved land dispute). 

                                                
2 Supra note 206, ss. 35 and 36 
3 Supra note 206, s. 36(d) 
4 Supra note 206, s. 38(1) 
5 Supra note 206, s. 38(2) 

x Identifying all the options to achieve 
conservation objectives and assisting 
with preparation of a formal 
management plan.   

 
The fact that CCAs are established and 
registered at the request of the local 
community should improve implementation 
of conservation measures and compliance 
with management plans. 
 
Weaknesses:  
The main weakness relates to enforcement. 
The landowners or the management 
committees are responsible for the 
implementation of the management plan; 
however, there are no provisions in the 
legislation that give the landowners power to 
make regulations to enforce the plan. In 
practice, communities are primarily 
responsible, with government support, for 
monitoring and enforcing the management 
plan through chiefly authority structures. 
Therefore, enforcement relies on respect for 
custom rules and chiefly powers. This is 
particularly difficult where the offenders are 
not from the CCA. It is an offence to 
contravene any “term or condition of a 
registered community conservation area”. 
However, it is not clear whether this would 
include compliance with the prescriptions of 
any management plan endorsed by the 
Director, or if it is intended only to apply to 
failure to carry out responsibilities relating to 
the management plan. No action has been 
taken by the Environment Unit to date in 
relation to breaches of a management plan 
for a CCA. 
 
Vanuatu does recognize CCAs as a part of 
the PA network system. Registered CCAs 
are entered into the Environmental Registry, 
after which they receive government 
recognition along with all other PAs. But 
there are some weaknesses to be noticed. 
As above, management of a CCA is the 
responsibility of the landowners, rather than 
the government (in contrast to conservation 
areas under the Forestry Act, 2001 or 
marine reserves under the Fisheries Act, 
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2005, where the relevant government 
department is responsible for regulating 
activities in the PA). It is currently difficult 
for the landowners or the Environment Unit 
to take any action to prosecute someone for 
breaching conditions of a management plan 
for a CCA – penalties can only be imposed at 
a custom level. Depending on the strength of 
the management committee, this may mean 
that CCAs are less regulated than other PAs. 

Overall Comments 
There are a number of options for 
recognizing PAs in Vanuatu – including 
conservation areas under the Forestry Act, 
2001, marine reserves under the Fisheries 
Act, 2005, protected sites under the 
Protection of Sites and Artifacts Act and 
national parks and nature reserves under the 
National Parks Act, 1993. The Provincial 
Councils are also empowered to create 
environmental protection zones under the 
Decentralization and Local Government 
Regions Act, 1994. However, these options 
tend to be under-used (e.g. there are no 
national parks and the only formal marine 
reserves declared to date are for the 
protection of tourist dive sites).   
The EMC Act expressly applies to coastal 
marine areas, and its provisions may overlap 
in certain circumstances with provisions 
aimed at conservation contained in the 
Fisheries Act. It is presently unclear how the 
EMC Act and Fisheries Act interact in 
practice, though generally the more stringent 
provisions would presumably apply in the 
event of a direct overlap. Under the Fisheries 
Act, the Minister may designate special 
conservation or protection measures for 
certain fisheries, and may also designate 
marine reserves and make regulations for the 
establishment, management and protection of 
marine reserves. The Fisheries Act obliges 
the Minister to consult with owners of 
adjoining land prior to the establishment of a 
marine reserve. As a matter of policy, 
government agencies working under the 
Fisheries Act do engage with and support 
communities when they must be consulted 
prior to the establishment of a protected area. 

Hopefully, the community-based nature of 
the CCA provisions of the Environmental 
Management and Conservation Act, 2002 
will lead to the registration of more PAs as 
CCAs. However, the system will be more 
effective if changes can be made to improve 
the capacity of landowners to take action to 
enforce their management plans. 
 

Further references: 
Tom Y.D and Hakwa M.T., Review of 
Environmental Legislation and Policies in 
Vanuatu, 2004, International Waters of the 
Pacific Islands, SPREP   
Erika J. Techera, “Protected Area 
Management in Vanuatu” (2005) 2 
MqJICEL 107-119. 
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Samoa 
Shauna Troniak 
 

Recognition of Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas 
(ICCAs) in national law or policy or 
as part of the PA network system 
CCAs are not specifically mentioned in 
Samoan law.  
 
There is no reference to CCAs in Samoa’s 
existing PA system, however community 
based conservation is not expressly barred 
and in at least one case permitted by 
exception.  Under the National Parks and 
Reserves Act, 1974, nature reserves may be 
established on any public land or area of the 
territorial sea. Although this provision is 
geared toward strict nature reserves, this is 
with the proviso that no nature reserve may 
restrict the access of rights holders to their 
customary fishing areas. 

Other general policies/laws that 
recognize indigenous/community 
territories or rights to areas or 
natural resources 
Constitution of the Independent State of 
Western Samoa, 1960 
The Constitution provides for a system of 
customary lands held by chiefly title in 
accordance with customary law and practice, 
though this does not on its face include land 
below the high water mark. Under Article 
102, customary land may be taken up by the 
government for public purposes by 
negotiation or unilaterally.  
Strengths:  
In practice land is taken up by the 
government usually by means of negotiation. 
Land below the high water mark appears to 
be exempt from possible expropriation. 
Weaknesses:  
Rights to consent to this type of 
expropriation is not guaranteed. 
Village Fono Act, 1990 

Customary laws and structures are 
recognized under the Village Fono Act, a 
national law enacted for the purpose of 
reinforcing the authority of village fono 
(council of chiefs) to use and apply the 
custom of the village. The fono is 
empowered to make laws with respect to the 
management of their customary lands, and 
enforce these laws against the residents of 
the village.  
 
Strengths:  
The law gives statutory recognition to the 
processes and by-laws enacted by customary 
authorities. 
Weaknesses:  
The jurisdiction of the fono is therefore 
limited to planning and management of its 
own lands and enforcement against members 
of its own community. Individuals from 
outside the village are subject only to 
government laws and law enforcement while 
on village lands, and the decisions of the 
fono do not necessarily affect land 
management and attendant environmental 
issues at the district or regional level. 
Another key gap in the laws is that, on its 
face, the Village Fono Act does not apply to 
coastal marine areas. 
 
Fisheries Act, 1988 
Under the Fisheries Act the fono may 
prepare and enforce laws of general 
application within their customary fishing 
areas. The Fisheries Act allows village 
representatives, fishermen and industry to 
prepare by-laws in consultation with the 
Fisheries Department. Under an amendment 
to the Fisheries Act, village fono may impose 
penalties on any person who breaches a by-
law. By-laws cover a range of issues related 
to the conservation and management of the 
fishery resources, and may include 
restrictions on fish sizes, bans on certain 
fishing gear or methods, and closures of 
fishing seasons or areas (tabus).  
 
Communities engage in monitoring village 
by-laws by erecting signs, building watch 
houses, and using watchmen to patrol their 
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coastal areas. Village fono often incorporate 
existing Fisheries regulations into their by-
laws, and may thus become the main 
monitoring and enforcement body of these 
rules in their customary fishing areas. When 
a community member breaches a by-law, the 
village fono handles enforcement and may 
impose a traditional fine, or a fine not 
exceeding 100 penalty units and not more 
than 10 penalty units for each day the breach 
continues. Any breach of the by-laws should 
be reported to police, and breaches by 
individuals from outside the community may 
be pursued through the court system. 
Fisheries Enforcement Officers, whose job is 
to enforce the Fisheries Act, are responsible 
for taking prosecutions through the court 
system against those from outside the 
community. 
 
Strengths: 
The Fisheries Act addresses the main 
weaknesses in the Village Fono Act, which 
does not apply to the coastal zones nor to 
persons from outside the community. The 
ability to enact laws of general application is 
a significant power that has been devolved to 
the village fono. This effectively extends the 
jurisdiction of village fono to any person 
who breaches a by-law within the 
community’s customary fishing area.  
Weaknesses: 
The jurisdiction of the village fono is not 
absolute, though this may not necessarily be 
termed a weakness in the law. As subsidiary 
legislation, fisheries by-laws must comply 
with national laws and regulations in order to 
be enforceable. The Minister has the 
authority to manage the fisheries, control 
harvesting methods and prevent marine 
pollution through the formulation of 
regulations. 

Overall Comments 
With respect to the coastal zones, the 
Samoan government established the 
Fisheries Extension Programme in 1995, in 
order to maximize community participation 
in the management of subsistence fisheries 
and marine environments. A central feature 

of the Extension Programme is the 
development of community-based Fisheries 
Management Plans, which are facilitated by 
Fisheries Division staff and are passed by 
village fono. Village by-laws are seen as an 
important management tool within this 
process. As of March 2007, 87 coastal 
villages had developed Fisheries 
Management Plans, 69 marine reserves had 
been created, 57 by-laws had been approved 
via the process outlined above, and 21 more 
by-laws were in the pipeline. 
 

Further references: 
Ueta Fa’asili and Autalavou Tauaefa, Review 
of the Village Fisheries Management Plan of 
the Extension Programme in Samoa (Field 
Report #7, Secretariat of the Pacific 
Community, 2001). 
Erika J. Techera, “Samoa: Law, Custom and 
Conservation” (2006) 10 N.Z. J. Envtl. L. 
361-379. 
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Annex 4: Costs of implementing LMMAs at site level 

Worldfish Center ACIAR-funded project, Isabel and Western Province, 
Solomon Islands1 
The Worldfish Center ran an ACIAR funded project over three years in Solomon Islands. 
This research project had wider goals of information collation, publication, dissemination and 
staff capacity building but also resulted in the establishment of 26 no-take zones in two 
districts in Isabel and Western Provinces.  The average yearly cost to establish and support 
each site was some US$ 3,000 working out at around US$ 3,500 per km2.  A large number of 
staff were involved given the research and capacity building aspects of the project which is 
reflected in staffing costs amounting to more than 50%, with travel and supplies coming to 
around 15% each.  It is likely therefore that the costs directly associated with setting up and 
maintaining each site are considerably less (perhaps by 30%).  An additional consideration is 
that the management plans contemplate the wider sea area of these sites to which restrictions 
other than no-take are applied. This area comes to some 500-1000 km2 and would imply a 
management cost per km2 in the order of US$100. 

WWF Darwin Initiative project, Western Province, Solomon Islands2 
WWF implemented 4 community MPAs in Solomon Islands consisiting of a total of 13 no-
take zones some periodic and others permanent over three years funded by the UK Darwin 
Initiative. The project had a strong component focusing on developing alternative livelihoods 
as well as emphasis on monitoring, surveys, research and policy development.  The average 
yearly cost per cluster of sites (4) came to some US$16,000 without counting the alternative 
livelihood component which added another 20%.  The yearly cost per closed area was 
US$5,000 and per km2 about US$2,900. The breakdown of costs was around 35% on salaries, 
23% on surveys, research and staff training, 12% on workshops and the remainder was 
distributed between capital, overheads and other activities.  The costs are averages and some 
sites were more remote than others and could be expected to cost more. In addition, the broad 
objectives of the project mean that it is likely that the specific cost of supporting the 
community based management was considerably less, perhaps by some 25-50%. 

Coastal Fisheries Management and Development Project (CFMDP), 
Morobe and Kavieng3  
The ADB-funded CFMDP project implemented community based management as part of a 
wider program for Provincial capacity building which included a consultative process 
towards the establishment of a Provincial Fisheries Management and Development Strategy 
and specific Fishery Management Plans for Fisheries of Interest.  The approach consisted of 
some 5 visits per community in which awareness was raised, a community management plan 
developed (3 trips) and subsequently launched.  Monitoring and follow up trips were 
envisaged but never undertaken.  The approach resulted in some 13-16 communities with 
management plans in Morobe and 9 in Kavieng. 
 
Activities in support of CBM development were linked where possible to the wider 
consultative process and in many cases field trips were scheduled visits to multiple CBM 
sites as a means of cost saving given the cost of transport required to most sites.  
                                                
1 Cost breakdown provided by Ann-Maree Schwarz 
2 Data from proposal budget provided by Jackie Thomas 
3 Cost breakdown provided by Hugh Walton 
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The project did not monitor the specific costs associated with the establishment of each CBM 
plan but an indicative breakdown was attempted assuming that the CBM process happened at 
a site at a time and in isolation of other consultation or fisheries development activities.   
 
Under the above scenario, establishing a CBM plan cost some US$3,800 per community with 
follow up trips expected to cost US$600. The main costs are illustrated in Figure A4 - 1 and 
consist of salaries and living allowances (17% each), transport (21%), signage and 
management plan publication (18%) and awareness materials (11%). Apart from the 
management plans, signage and awareness materials, a further 8% remained with the village 
in the form of a contribution to the celebratory feast and tee-shirts.  In practice, significant 
savings were made in the travel allocation by combining trips with other activities and/or 
nearby villages so a saving of up to 15% overall might be achieved bringing the overall cost 
below US$3,000.  The time period over which the plans were established is not known nor 
the precise area managed or designated no-take so calculation of costs per year or per km2 are 
not possible. 
 
)LJXUH�$�������,QGLFDWLYH�EUHDNGRZQ�RI�FRVWV�IRU�HVWDEOLVKPHQW�RI�&RPPXQLW\�%DVHG�)LVKHULHV�
0DQDJHPHQW�SODQV�LQ�0RUREH��31*��XQGHU�WKH�&)0'3�SURMHFW��7RWDO�FRVW�86��������GDWD�SURYLGHG�E\�
+XJK�:DOWRQ���

Awareness 
materials

Transport

Salaries
Living allowances

Others

Overhead and 
coordination

Signage and plan

 

FSPI Expanding community based management, Solomon Islands 
The Foundation of the Peoples of the South Pacific International (FSPI) has been supporting 
partners in Solomon Islands to implement community based management since 2002 with 
funding from SPREP, MacArthur Foundation and the Coral Reef Initiative for the South 
Pacific (CRISP).  FSPI and its local partners have an overall goal of supporting sustainable 
community development and support for community marine resource management was 
provided in that context rather than from a strictly conservation or fisheries perspective.   
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The FSPI approach also explicitly acknowledged that successful approaches needed to be 
highly cost-effective and that for long term sustainability government institutions needed to 
be involved from the outset with a view to their ultimately utilizing the successful aspects in 
nation-wide approaches4. These features have implications for the costing analysis in that 
costs were purposely kept as low as possible (i.e. inputs reduced), national and provincial 
Fisheries Departments were routinely involved in joint activities (usually in-kind provision of 
staff and a canoe hull) and that investment was made in national and upscaling initiatives in 
the form of support for a national network (Solomon Islands Locally Managed Marine Area 
network – SILMMA). 
 
Costing was based on the overall project budget for 2006 by averaging costs for the 20 
communities and 17 no-take zones, spread over 3 provinces with differing logistical and 
socio-cultural circumstances.  The analysis does not differentiate between sites that were 
relatively well-established and those that were still at early stages of implementation. Table 
A4 - 1 shows the total project funds expended on community based management and 
provides estimates of the inputs provided by the national government in the form of staff 
participating in project activities and FSPI secretariat in the form of technical support.  FSPI 
and the LMMA network also supported the national network SILMMA which provided some 
training and exchange opportunities, a proportion (SILMMA budget divided between the 7 
participating organizations) is also included. 
 
7DEOH�$�������%XGJHWHG�FRVWV�LQ������IRU�VXSSRUW�RI�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�PDQDJHPHQW�DW����VLWHV�LQ�
6RORPRQ�,VODQGV��GDWD�*RYDQ�XQSXEOLVKHG�DQG�)63,����

 
Overall costs 

(US$) 
Percent 

total 
Percent 
project 

National project costs $37,019 72% 100% 
   Personnel $15,266 30% 41% 
   Travel $10,388 20% 28% 
   Workshops/trainings (inc. per diems) $7,000 14% 19% 
   Office/field equipment and admin $4,115 8% 11% 
   Communications $250 0% 1% 
Government support $3,500 7%  
National network support $2,857 6%  
International technical support $8,000 16%  
 $51,376 100%  

 
Support was provided to communities to improve resource management and these ultimately 
decided their strategy, thus 3 communities decided to implement 1 common no-take zone 
(NTZ) and a further 3 communities implemented 2 NTZs.  The average cost per community, 
per NTZ and per km2 of NTZ is shown in Table A4 - 2. It is notable that while cost per 
community is very low the cost per area protected is higher given the relatively small areas 
that communities chose to place under protection.  However, community management plans 
often cover the wider traditional fishing grounds for which area estimates are not known.  
 

                                                
4 Govan et al. 2005, Govan 2005 
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LQ�6RORPRQ�,VODQGV�IRU��������

 Number Total costs (US$) 
Total - project 

costs only (US$) 
Total  51,376 37,019 
No Take Zones (NTZ) 17 3,022 2,178 
Communities 20 2,569 1,851 
Area of NTZ (km2) 7.99 6,432 4,634 

 
The proportion of expenditure on various headings is illustrated in Figure A4 - 2 and 
personnel (national NGO, international technical and government) comprise more than half 
the costs.  Travel and workshops/living allowances make up most of the rest.  As the project 
progresses reliance on external technical support has reduced and as more sites move towards 
ongoing implementation costs overall are expected to reduce. 
 
)LJXUH�$��������3URSRUWLRQ�RI�H[SHQGLWXUH�RQ�PDMRU�KHDGLQJV�LQ�VXSSRUW�RI�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�
PDQDJHPHQW�LQ�6RORPRQ�,VODQGV��'LUHFW�SURMHFW�FRVWV�DUH�VKDGHG�DQG�LQGLUHFW�RU�H[WHUQDOO\�IXQGHG�
FRVWV�DUH�QRW��1RWH�WKDW�³ZRUNVKRSV´�LQFOXGHV�OLYLQJ�DOORZDQFHV�RI�VWDII�DWWHQGLQJ���

Personnel

Travel
Workshops/Training

  Office/field 
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FSPI Supporting community based management, Vanuatu 
The same project as implemented in Solomon Islands (above) is operating in Vanuatu with a 
similar overall budget and heading allocation.  Differences include an actual allocation 
towards government staff allowances in addition to routine joint activities, a reduced number 
of sites (9 communities) and larger no-take zones (totaling 22.8 km2).  Though a complete 
analysis was not performed, an approximation of costs is presented in Table A4 - 3 for 2008.  
Essentially the same number of staff as in Solomon Islands supporting fewer sites raises the 
cost per site but these sites allocated larger areas to NTZs which reduced the per km2 cost.  
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7DEOH�$�������$YHUDJH�FRVWV�RI�VLWHV��QR�WDNH�]RQHV��17=��DQG�SHU�VTXDUH�NLORPHWHU�RI�17=�IRU����VLWHV�
LQ�9DQXDWX�IRU��������
 Number Costs (US$) 
Total  49,830 
No Take Zones (NTZ) 10 4,983 
Communities 9 5,537 
Area of NTZ (km2) 22.78 2,187 

Rarotonga, Cook Islands, ra’ui5 
The late 1990s saw the setting up of a number of traditional fishing reserves or ra’ui in 
Rarotonga.  WWF in partnership with the government agencies concerned are currently 
supporting the re-establishment of these.  The main activities involved are workshops, 
monitoring or surveys, education and awareness and plan preparation and signage.  These 
activities are listed in Table A4 - 4 giving indicative costs where available.  Monitoring is 
performed by the Ministry of Marine Resources and awareness and other services provided 
by the National Environment Service.  The overall costs in establishing a ra’ui are something 
over US$5,000 plus a proportion of NGO and government staff time, possibly amounting to 
an additional US$4-5,000.  The ongoing costs of supporting a ra’ui would involve monitoring 
and continued meetings, awareness and training the cost of which would depend on 
frequency – assuming every two years this would be around US$2-3,000 per year including 
staff time. Currently there are 6 ra’ui on Rarotonga with an average size of 0.35 km2 (ranging 
from 0.04 – 0.9 km2).  
 
7DEOH�$�������,QGLFDWLYH�DFWLYLWLHV�DQG�FRVWV�WR�VHW�XS�D�UD¶XL��WUDGLWLRQDO�ILVKLQJ�UHVHUYH��LQ�5DURWRQJD��
&RRN�,VODQGV��VRXUFHV�-��(YDQV��0��0DWHSL�DQG�.��5DXPHD���
    USD 
Workshop/training Catering/facilitators/communications/transport/venue/materials 2,196 
Marine resource monitoring Surveys/monitoring carried out by Min. Marine Resources 1,785 
Educations and awareness Press releases, school competitions, community materials 549 
Signage Min. Marine Resources NA 
Launch of ra’ui Food NA 
Management plan Document preparation NA 
Accommodation Various hotels/motels (in-kind) NA 
Awareness materials National Environment service (in-kind) NA 
Total per ra'ui set up   4,530 
   

Staff time - 1 year  
NGO MPA officer (full time), Marine Resources and Nat. Env. 
Service (e.g. 20 person days) 17,571 

 

Aleipata and Safata MPAs, Samoa6 
The Aleipata and Safata MPAs (ASMPA) were established over a five year project between 
2000 – 2005 funded to the sum of US$900,000 by the Global Environment Facility and with 
cash and in-kind contributions from other donors, government and the community 
contributing a similar amount.  Given these relatively large investments concern has been 
expressed regarding whether the government would be able to support the ASMPA after the 
project’s end in 20057. 
                                                
5 Information provided by J. Evans, M. Matepi and K. Raumea. Calculations and tabulation the author’s own. 
6 Data provided by MCS 2008 and Pulea Ifopo 
7 Reti and Sullivan 2005.  
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The operational budgets for Aleipata and Safata MPAs for the years 2005 and 2006 came to 
US$ 16,000 and US$19,000 respectively with 61-67% attributable to salaries and the rest to 
operations such as monitoring, routine meetings (transport and food), maintenance of the 
MPA information centre and traditional obligations.  The salaries supported one district 
officer and a caretaker per MPA.  
 
Funding constraints and other circumstances have led to a reduced budget for 2008 of around 
US$13,500 for Safata MPA with 69% covering the district officer, 23% the caretaker and 8% 
towards operational expenses. Aleipata MPA staffing needs is covered by the district officer 
for Safata and the entire budget of US$1,000 is allocated to operations. Four staff from the 
Marine Conservation Section of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment assist as 
needed with occasional assistance from the Fisheries Department.  The annual area costs 
under these two scenarios are shown in Table A4 - 5. 
 
7DEOH�$�������$YHUDJH�DQQXDO�UXQQLQJ�FRVWV�IRU�$OHLSDWD�DQG�6DIDWD�03$V�XQGHU�D�VFHQDULR�UHIOHFWLQJ�
�����IXQGLQJ�DYDLODELOLW\�DQG�D�PRUH�UHFHQW�UHGXFHG�IXQGLQJ�VFHQDULR��
 Annual cost per 

km2 of MPA 
(US$) 

Annual cost per 
km2 of strict no-
take zone (US$) 

Aleipata (2006 funding scenario) 360 8,394 
Safata (2006 funding scenario) 534 4,471 
MPAs combined (reduced funding scenario) 179 2,339 
 
The reduced budget is considered to be sustainable but inadequate and it is hoped that the 
Ministry will be able to support part of the budget in future (staffing). The Aleipata and 
Safata MPAs have a trust fund of over US$105,000 from donor and community contributions 
which is expected to fund a third of yearly operating costs. Safata MPA has in addition 
received an average yearly contribution from tour operators of US$1,500 over the period 
2005-2007. 

Fiji Locally Managed Marine Areas – supported by Institute of Applied 
Sciences (USP) 
The University of the South Pacific Institute of Applied Science has been supporting Locally 
Managed Marine Areas since 1996 and been an active member of the Fiji Locally Managed 
Marine Area network since its formation in 2001. The FLMMA network currently comprises 
some 217 sites of which IAS supports 170.  Over the years support to communities requesting 
assistance to manage their marine resources has been streamlined, in the majority of cases 
workshops or site visits aim to serve as many communities as possible in a single event in 
order to improve cost efficiency.   
 
Data in the form of accounting records at IAS are currently being analysed to provide 
detailed costs of support at a site level and so far information for three sites is considered 
sufficiently complete to be presented here8.  While figures are derived from specific records 
of expenditure for different activities many of these are shared with other sites, so these costs, 
though calculated on a site basis, still reflect the prevailing regional approach of supporting 
clusters or networks of sites and distributing the main costs of manpower and transport across 

                                                
8 Govan, Tawake, Korovulavula and Tawakelevu – in preparation. 
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these. In this case the number of sites sharing activities such as workshops varies from 1 to 
16. 
 
The cost of supporting a site is expected to be higher in younger sites and decrease as 
ongoing adaptive management becomes routine.  The three core sites are between 4 – 7 years 
old and show that average costs are around US$713 per year, slightly higher in the younger 
site and lower in Daku the oldest (Table A4 - 6).  
 
7DEOH�$�������2YHUDOO�FRVWV�IRU�VXSSRUWLQJ�VLWH�JURXSV�DQG�WKUHH�LQGLYLGXDO�VLWHV�LQ�)LML��86�����

 
Total 
support 

Total for 
site Years Avg/site/yr 

Daku 19,259 3,344 7 478 
Nasau 10,537 3,750 4 938 
Navakavu 6,578 3,625 5 725 
      5 713 

 
Workshops (awareness, planning and monitoring) incur the greatest expenditure (56%) while 
coordination accounts for some 37% and external activities vary much more widely and 
account for some 7% of cost on average. These activities may include some national 
networking but are generally accounted for by external research projects that may not 
contribute specifically to a given site’s management and should probably be discounted. 
 
The major input types appear to be living allowances comprising accommodation and per 
diems for participants (26%), salaries (23%), equipment (16%), transport (14%) and research, 
communications and overheads (~20%).  As mentioned above, probably the costs of non-site 
targeted research should be removed (Table A4 - 7 and Figure A4 - 3). 
 
7DEOH�$�������&RVWV�SHU�VLWH�VLQFH�VWDUW�XS�E\�LQSXW�W\SH��86����
 Daku Nasau Navakavu Average % total 
Category      
Salary 841 1,149 442 811 23% 
Transport 774 497 275 515 14% 
Comms 83 32 0 38 1% 
Overhead 607 135 547 430 12% 
Living allow. 501 1,334 937 924 26% 
Equipment 343 603 788 578 16% 
Network 54 0 0 18 1% 
Training/Exch 32 0 0 11 0% 
Volunteers 0 0 0 0 0% 
Research 108 0 636 248 7% 

Total 3,344 3,750 3,625 3,573  
Years 7 4 5 5.3  
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)LJXUH�$��������%UHDNGRZQ�RI�PDMRU�LQSXWV�E\�EXGJHW�KHDGLQJ�WR�WKH�WKUHH�FRUH�VLWHV��

All sites (n = 3)

Salary

TransportAllow an.

Equipment

Comms.O'head

Daku

Salary

O'head

Comms.

Allow an.

Transport

Equipment

 
Nasau

Salary

O'head
Comms.

Allow an. Transport

Equipment

Navakavu

Salary
Equipment

Transport

Allow an.

Comms.

O'head

 
 
Important to note here are the elevated equipment costs owing to expensive monitoring forms 
that are being piloted at each site, the relatively low salary component and the high living 
allowance allocation. Transport costs are reduced the nearer the sites to Suva and will 
escalate where teams rely on air travel.  
 
The estimated costs on an area basis are some US$66/yr/km2 for the total locally managed 
marine area and US$249/yr/km2 for the no-take zone or tabu areas (Table A4 - 8). 
 
7DEOH�$��������&RVWV�SHU�NP��IRU�DUHD�XQGHU�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�QR�WDNH�]RQHV�LQ�)LML�
 km2 Annual cost / km2 
  LMMA area NTZ area LMMA NTZ 
Daku 5.92 2.87 81 166 
Nasau 5.92 5.47 158 171 
Navakavu 18.71 2.94 39 247 
Tavua 690.77 13.61 1 51 
Malawai 3.01 1.2 177 444 
Votua 1,531.8 10.57 1 87 
Naboutini 67.19 0.6 5 580 
Avg 331.9 5.3 66 249 

 
The sites sampled in these calculations represent some of the longest running and most 
studied in the FLMMA network. Recent approaches such as the Kadavu Yaubula 
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Management Support Team suggest that with reduced monitoring and decentralization cost 
per site may be greatly reduced (~US$300/year) and costs per area would be expected to 
reduce by more than 50% as well.  
 
The alternative approach to estimating site costs (as employed for other projects in this 
report) is to divide the total project expenses by the number of sites and years. Using this 
approach with the IAS site data:  site-based funds of about US$700,000 for about 170 sites or 
about US$4,000 per site.   Assuming an average time of 5 years per site = USD$800/year. 
 Some other funds were used but also some of the project funds were not used for site 
development9. The estimates match with the USD 713 estimated yearly cost above and give 
potentially some idea of a relatively small underestimate of the overhead component.  
Assuming an area of LMMA for the 170 sites of just over 10,000 km2 and tabus covering 
some 550 km2 (see Annex 1) this equates to costs of US$15 and US$266 per km2 
respectively.  

Waitabu Marine Park in Taveuni, Fiji10 
Waitabu Marine Park in Taveuni, Fiji, consists of an originally over-fished and severely 
depleted 27 Ha area of shallow fringing reef flat and slope which the community has 
protected from fishing for 10 years.  Coral cover has been observed to increase and algal 
cover decrease in the protected area and the numbers and size of trochus and giant clams have 
increased.  Data suggests that these invertebrates and some fish populations reached their 
zenith after 5 years of protection and have stabilised and remained fairly constant in the 
following years. 

 
The community has run a snorkelling tourism operation since March 2001.  For a half-day 
trip which includes a traditional boat ride to the snorkelling area, guided snorkelling, beach 
time, village tea and cultural experience, guests are charged US$20 (plus US$5 taxi fare).  
This income is immediately divided amongst those who take part (snorkel guides, boat 
captain, bilibili paddlers, tea ladies), expenses (boat fuel, tea supplies) and the project fund.  
The project fund is a bank account kept by the Waitabu Marine Park committee used to fund 
community projects at the committee's discretion and also to contribute to district projects 
within the Bouma Heritage Park. Between 2001 and 2007 some 1200 visitors have generated 
an estimated US$24,000.  
 
Challenges faced include poor communications that hinder bookings and arrangements with 
resorts, poor access unattractive to taxi drivers, capacity of staff as guides and in first aid and 
generation of income through other sources such as souvenirs and handicrafts.  
 
The estimated cost of supporting the Waitabu initiative includes the in-kind services of 
Marine Ecology Consulting which has probably contributed some US$30,000 over the past 
10 years. Other inputs have been received in the form of a Peace Corps Volunteer.  

Arnavon Community Marine Conservation Area, Solomon Islands 
The Solomon Islands’ Arnavon Community Marine Conservation Area (ACMCA) is located 
between the provinces of Choiseul and Isabel. The MPA itself consists of three small islands 
and their associated coral reefs covering some 158 km2. The ACMCA was legally established 
in 1995 and co-managed by the three local communities in partnership with the provincial 

                                                
9 B. Aalbersberg pers comm. 
10 Sykes and Reddy 2008, Sykes pers. comm.. 2008, www.marineecologyfiji.com, www.waitabu.org 
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governments, the national government, and The Nature Conservancy. The Nature 
Conservancy has provided technical support and funding to the MPA for more than a 
decade11 although the project has also been funded through the Global Environment Facility 
and the Biodiversity Conservation Network – total funding is likely to have surpassed the 
million dollar mark over the ACMCA’s life12. 
 
More recently a sustainable financing strategy seems to have been secured in the form of an 
endowment of some US$400,000 which should cover the estimated US20,000 per year 
operating costs. Additional income is expected to accrue to the community in the form of fees 
from cruise ships (such as the Orion) which are visiting around 2 times per year. 

The Western Solomons Conservation Program, Solomon Islands 
The Western Solomons Conservation Program explicitly provided “development projects” as 
an incentive or alternative for losses expected due to the implementation of the resource 
conservation program. Such projects could include the construction of a clinic or school or 
the support of a sewing project for example13. Within the context of a more broadly funded 
programme these development projects often but not always receive some US$5-10,000 on 
condition that the community provide labour and other inputs such as timber.  The financial 
dependency that this may create is acknowledged but the intent is to demonstrate over time 
the tangible results that resource conservation can have in the hope that this will shift 
people’s focus to the value of managing marine resources more comprehensively, a 
fundamental tenet is “seeing is believing” 14. 

Seacology 
Seacology15 is an international environmental nonprofit organization that focuses on saving 
endangered species, habitats and cultures of islands throughout the world.  The organization 
works by funding schools, community centers, fresh water systems or other needed 
infrastructure, or by providing services such as scholarships and medical supplies that 
islanders have requested in exchange for creating new protected areas. Until 2007 more than 
26 marine areas had been protected by communities in Melanesia and Polynesia in exchange 
for  Seacology contributions. Often these deals entail a 10 year undertaking to maintain 
protection and as an indicative example in one case US$ 23,000 was given to the community 
for construction of new school and renovation of teachers’ houses16.  
 

                                                
11 Leisher et al. 2007 
12 The BCN and GEF projects contributed US$715,000 alone and estimate an additional US$280,000 of partner 
contribution. http://www.worldwildlife.org/bsp/bcn/ and Baines et al. 2002. 
13 Aswani and Weiant 2004. 
14 S. Aswani Pers. Comm. 2008 
15 http://www.seacology.org 
16 J. Kinch pers. comm.. 



Annex 5: Marine Managed Area data sets  
Raw data have been provided to SPREP and national authorities.  Data sets are available 
online in GIS format in the Marine Managed Area layer of http://pacificgis.reefbase.org/ 
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