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1. OVERVIEW

1.1
Study Focus

The study focuses on a number of inter-related activities:

· Improvement in the management of the fisheries – simplistically the reining in of fishing effort through effort and technical controls and through an overall long term reduction in fleet size and fishermen numbers.

· Diversion of the efforts of at least some fishermen and fishermen’s families into alternate revenue generation related to the development of leisure and recreational businesses associated with day-trippers drawn from the tourism industry and from local urban communities.  

· Improvement in the profitability of fishing through a combination of reduced costs (most clearly related to overall reductions in fishery effort and fishermen numbers, leading to improvements in the efficiency of operation of those remaining in the industry).

· Improvement in the profitability of fishing, through improvements in the prices derived from fish sales, through improvements in handling, sales organisation, and effective marketing. 

· Assistance in the provision of physical infrastructure at fishing beaches in support of the above.

· Provision of assistance in the strengthening of community level institutions to facilitate the gains in the fishery and leisure / recreational support industries.

· Assistance in determining the viability of diversification businesses and Protected Area management development.

Building on the substantial background work and development concepts presented in the Halcrow Pre-feasibility Report, in the following sections we present in greater detail project design and implementation strategies designed to deliver intended project outcomes and impacts.  This is followed by an examination of the cost-effectiveness of this design.

1.2
The Current Economic Contribution of Fishing

The fisheries of the project area make an important contribution to the economy of its coastal communities, contributing first-hand sales revenues in the order of J$50 million (US$11 million) per year, and contributing directly to the livelihoods of some 4,000 full and part time fishermen.  Such fishing activity contributes to the livelihoods of perhaps another 2,000 full and part time support workers, whether they be fish higglers, fish scalers, fish wholesalers, mechanics and boat-builders, delivery men and processing workers.  On the basis that in some cases two or more members of a household contribute income from fisheries related activity, this sector contributes income to some 5,000 households along the South Coast.

1.2.1
Overfishing and economic decline

With few barriers to entry to the industry, participation in the industry has grown rapidly in recent decades and the resource has come under a level of fishing effort that it cannot sustain.  For most fishermen, this source of income makes up but one of several income generating activities.  As matters stand, catch per unit fishing effort is in decline (and well below that of former times), and fishermen are having to fish for even longer, year on year, in order to maintain the same levels of earnings.  The declining returns against effort put into fishing have encouraged some to focus attention on other sources of income and yet others to seek to exploit less exploited resources in the more distant parts of the Pedro Bank.  But for most, these are not practical options and so their increased fishing effort contributes to the continuing decline of available fishery resources in an ever tightening circle of decline.

It is generally accepted that the resources of the South Coast of Jamaica have been subject to chronic over-exploitation over several decades and that the yield from the fishery is declining year on year in the quantity of product caught and landed, but also in the average value of the mix of species making up landings.  Figure 1.1 explains this decline in a simple schematic.  

[image: image1.wmf]Figure 1.1: A typical plot of catch against fishing effort prior and subsequent to breaching the capacity of the resource to sustain fishing pressure. 

During the early stages of exploitation of a virgin fishery, catch rates are high relative to effort (point A).  As demand for fish increases, as for example in a growing population, more fishermen are encouraged to catch more fish (point B).  This continues until such a time as fishermen catch as much fish as the resource can sustain year in year out – the so-called “maximum sustainable yield” or MSY (point C).  But in the absence of very strict and informed management, the economics of operation are such that it still pays fishermen to expend effort to catch that additional fish over and above MSY – such effort still rewards them with increased profit.  This process continues to a point where the costs of exploitation equal revenues, a point which is called the “maximum economic yield” or MEY (point D).  It is much easier to establish when this point has been reached (but few fisheries administrations monitor the economics of fishing operations), but there are still very few fisheries where the authorities have found it possible to control effort at or near this level.  In part this is because many fishermen have invested in equipment that is still under-utilised at this level of activity and therefore on an individual enterprise basis find it profitable to expend further fishing effort beyond the composite MEY (point E).  In part it is because many of the costs of fisheries management and damage to the environment are not quantified or passed on to the fishermen.  What then happens is that the fishery goes into decline and unless there is a catastrophic reduction in the size of the fleet, matters tend to go from bad to worse as fishermen expend more and more effort to catch less and less fish.  This is the situation that the South Coast fishery is in today.  

If the current situation is allowed to go on unchecked it is considered that permanent damage to the coastal marine ecosystem will occur.  Stocks of certain species of fish will go into economic collapse (variable fishing costs will exceed revenues) and possibly eventually biological collapse.  As a result, this important source of income will be lost to local families and to the South Coast economy as a whole.  

Clearly this situation is unsustainable and strikes at the very core of South Coast sustainability – threatening the environment of the South Coast, the social fabric of fishery dependent coastal communities and the economic development of this region.  Declining environmental quality leads to reduced standards and quality of living, higher costs of living and undermines the viability of many other economic activities, not least tourism, that so depend on a pristine and healthy natural environment.  

But this need not be so.  

1.3
Reversing the decline and moving towards sustainability

Through an integrated programme of economic, social and environmental development - spear-headed by tourism and crucially supported by community-based programmes of environmental enhancement, fisheries management and economic diversification - the natural resources of the South Coast area can be:

· brought under sustainable management;

· their commercial and sustainable exploitation developed to yield economic benefits far in excess of those of today; and 

· the integration of these activities with tourism used to enhance and further develop a balanced mix of businesses compatible with community ambitions.

This is what the fisheries component of the South Coast Sustainable Development Project is designed to deliver.  But it can only deliver these benefits within an integrated programme of development – without such integration, it is only possible to put off the day when the fisheries of the South Coast collapse.  With integration, it is possible to develop, over time, sustainable fisheries exploitation integrated with a sustainable development of the South Coast area as a whole.  

1.3.1
A three pronged project approach

What is needed in the short to medium terms is that the fisheries of the South Coast area are brought under more effective management and that the level of fishing effort is drastically reduced so as to allow re-building of the fish stocks to full health.  This is achieved through a three-pronged development initiative:  

i. The first is to substantially strengthen the quality of fisheries management (in association with much improved management of the marine environment as a whole).  

ii. The second is to encourage the establishment of a system of community-based co-management of the fisheries sector, enhancing the quality of fisheries management as a whole and providing an environment in which fisheries dependent communities can capture the enhanced value added opportunities that greater control of fishing allows.  

iii. The third is to actively identify and promote alternate business and employment opportunities, both within and additional to the fishery sector, through a programme of training, re-skilling, project piloting and business mentoring and development.  Many such opportunities will be generated as a direct result of the integrated nature of the South Coast programme and of the growing demand for supporting goods and services that will arise from the accelerated development of the South Coast tourism sector.

1.3.2
Integrating fisheries initiatives within the South Coast project

The land / water interface provides one of the key natural features of the South Coast and the exploitation of its natural bounty through fisheries, charcoal production (from mangrove) and the like provides an important under-pinning of the economy of its coastal communities.  Whilst some of this environment is exploited for local recreational purposes (picnicking, swimming, recreational fishing, wildfowling, etc.) unlike the north coast of Jamaica little has been done to develop the tourism potential of this environment.  

At one and the same time, however, the quality of this environment is deteriorating year on year, through over-exploitation, the absence of any strategic vision and weak planning and management systems.  In an area of the country where economic development is weak, traditional staples of the economy are in decline (plantation and small-holder agriculture, and fisheries) and measures of human development recording figures below the Jamaican norm, it is a matter of national strategic importance that the continuing degradation of the South Coast environment be halted and the undoubted economic potential of the area be mobilised.  

As a strategic driver, tourism has been identified as the means of unlocking this potential.  But sustainable tourism will need to do rather more than simply rely on the development of “all-inclusives” so typical of north coast development.  Key to this is the establishment of:

· clear economic and cultural linkage between tourism development and local communities, with local communities as significant beneficiaries of such development; 

· the re-establishment of environmental management and exploitation policies and practices intended to maintain a high quality environment whilst sustaining optimal economic exploitation and development of that environment:; and

· the development of new businesses, predominantly drawing on community resources and located within those communities, that underpin and service both larger scale tourism developments and smaller scale community oriented tourism products.

Fishing and its associated activities is as much a culprit in the long-term degradation of the coastal environment as other economic activities, under-mining the quality of the marine habitat at sea and disfiguring and blocking other development at many of the landing beaches along the South Coast.  What is still more serious is that this is happening using systems and practices that grossly undervalue the potential of this economic activity (through over-fishing) whilst at the same time compromising the development of other economically productive activities (mixed use of landing beaches and development of other marine based activities).  

Bringing about major improvement in the coastal environment along the South Coast, as a means of supporting and enhancing tourism development, requires improved management and control of fisheries activity and the marine and coastal habitats (the fishing and protected area components of the project).  This is to be achieved by strengthening national institutional capacity in these matters, but also by introducing and promoting locally delivered community-based management systems.  

Part of this will necessarily involve bringing about a reduction in the number of fishermen involved in the industry, encouraging some to transfer to other activities within the industry through a process of diversification and others to move into businesses associated with the provision of goods and services directly and indirectly to the tourism industry (fishing, protected area and tourism components of the project).  

In all this it is intended that such restructuring should allow all concerned to engage in pursuits that allow the economy as a whole to better exploit market opportunities, to enhance economic output through the production of goods and services that can be marketed further along the value chain than at present, and to provide the foundations for continued economic growth – in fisheries, tourism, natural environment dependent activities and service industries – to the long-term economic and social benefit of South Coast communities (realisation of the sustainable long-term benefits of an integrated programme of development).      

1.3.3
Defining project logistics – building long-term capacity

The three pronged nature of the proposed fishery-related initiatives is represented within an integrated programme of project activities to be co-ordinated by a central project implementation unit and delivered through national counterpart agencies.  The counterpart agency for elements one and two of the fisheries component will be the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture.  Project activities will combine substantial upgrading and enhancement of the capacities of the Fisheries Division and the provision of project services delivered through the Fisheries Division to fishermen’s organisations and to regional co-management organisations.  In developing fisheries co-management systems, appropriate levels of cross-linkage will be achieved with project components supporting the establishment of co-management systems for protected area management.

Under item three of the fisheries component, the expected counterpart agencies are to be business support and development organisations such as the PDCs (Parish Development Committees) and the local Chambers of Commerce, but drawing on the specialist expertise and knowledge of the Fisheries Division and, where relevant, the expertise of appropriate NGOs and regional fisheries co-management organisations (at such time as they may be formed).

1.3.4
Projected benefits

During the four-year duration of project implementation, such programming is expected to deliver the following range of fishery component benefits:

· Strengthened fishery management is expected to curb current levels of illegal fishing and contribute to a bottoming out of the current year on year decline in fisheries landings.

· Establishment of co-management regimes along the South Coast, including the application of improved complements of input controls (vessel and fishermen licensing, gear controls) and the introduction of closed and protected fishing areas, is expected to lead to improvements in the health of fish stocks, leading to gradual improvements in catch per unit effort and to improvements in industry profitability, in the volume of landings and in the average value of landings.

· Improved institutional capacity within the fishery industry, most particularly at the level of fishermen’s organisations, is likely to lead to further improvements in the management and control of fisheries, in the quality of fish landed, and in the value added to landings by businesses based within coastal communities.

· Improvements in vessel and fishermen licensing, in safety and gear inspections, and in the monitoring of industry activity, are likely to lead to reductions in the costs of operation and to fewer accidents at sea.

· Training, re-skilling, business mentoring and the pilot testing of new types of business activity - in fishery related ventures, in ecotourism ventures, and in production, manufacturing and service businesses that support tourism development - are likely to divert the effort of some people currently involved in fishing, thus bringing about an overall and beneficial reduction in fishing effort.

· The strengthening and strategic management of the vessel and fisherman licensing regime is likely, over time, to result in the permanent withdrawal, and thus reduction, of fishing capacity within the industry.

· Improvement in the capacity of fishermen’s organisations to engage in co-management of the fishery, but also to undertake profitable facilities management, will provide the foundation for investment in other profitable fishery service activities in the years following completion of the project.

The combined impact of these benefits are expected to generate the following improvements in economic output:

· The combined impact of these activities is expected during the life-time of the project to lead to a small increase in the volume of fish landed (3% improvement at the end of the project over current volume) and a slightly larger increase in the first-hand value of landings (5% increase in unit value over current levels).  These increases will be expected to strengthen further in the years subsequent to completion of the project.

· During the term of the project it is expected to be able to reduce fishing effort by 20% through the diversion of individuals currently engaged in full or part time fishing to other full and part time sustainable economic activities.  Such activities are expected to generate additional economic output to the local economy of the equivalent of 200 full time semi-skilled jobs.  

· Additional increased output will be achieved by facilitating the movement of post-harvest activity within the fishery sector up the value chain through improvements in product and service quality, presentation and marketing, adding the equivalent to an additional 5% of current total first hand sale value per year by the end of the project.

In addition to these changes in economic output, some redistribution of the costs of fisheries management will be achieved through the capture of increased levels of financial contributions from fishermen and vessel owners towards management costs from the strengthened licensing regime and through the transfer of some management practices and obligations and their associated costs, from central government to regional and local management organisations. 

1.4
Laying the foundations for a better future

By the end of the project it is expected that:

· the management and development capacities of the Fisheries Division will be substantially strengthened and its sustainability characteristics greatly improved;

· at least half of the fisheries communities along the South Coast will be participating in systems of co-management;

· two or more regional fisheries co-management organisations will have been established;

· a number of innovative fisheries-related businesses will have been established and others piloted; and

· at least five fishermen’s organisations will have graduated from informal community associations to formal entities managing a range of economically productive ventures.

2.
PRINCIPLES OF MARKET DRIVEN DEVELOPMENT, EQUAL ACCESS TO PROJECT SUPPORT, AND THRESHOLD CONDITIONS FOR CO-MANAGEMENT
2.1
Project philosophy

At the outset, it should be stated that the project components that deal with fisheries (as with other elements of the SCSDP) are designed in such a way as to:

· uphold both the intent and application of ruling legislation;

· provide demand driven and even-handed access to project support services;

· promote stakeholder-based co-management of industry and resource exploitation activities;

· work through existing institutional structures where feasible; and

· uphold the statutory roles and obligations of sector managers and administrators.

Compliance with these design requirements impacts on a number of elements of project structure and delivery.

2.2
Supporting national capacity enhancement

Fisheries counterpart agency:  At the outset, it is the intention that the Project Implementation Unit (PIU) will operate with the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture as its principal counterpart agency in fisheries matters.  Whilst the PIU will manage and allocate project resources, co-ordinate project execution, and take primary responsibility for the achievement of sustainable management and development capacities within co-operating institutions, it is the Fisheries Division that will take forward all project strands once the project and the PIU have been dismantled.  Thus particularly in the early stages of project execution it is the capacities of the Fisheries Division that will form the primary focus of project support work.

Fishery Division capacity to operate at community level:  In the evolution of a co-management structure to fisheries management, dynamic, informed and able community level fishermen’s organisations will form the key building block in such a system.  During the early stages of development of a co-management structure, it is the Fisheries Division that will need to provide the guidance and development support to nurture what are, in many instances, simply the potential foundations of such organisations – whether through deployment of its own staff resources, or through out-sourced services.  For this the Fisheries Division will need to establish a credible image within the fisheries communities, both as a management and development organisation – characteristics that are weak at present due to its very limited presence in the field.  Strengthening its field presence will form an early intervention within the project.

Strengthening the credibility of the Fisheries Division:  To bolster its image within the fisheries communities, the Fisheries Division will be expected to strengthen its regional field network by filling vacancies at each of its South Coast stations, by upgrading the competencies of its field personnel and by providing a community development focus to the work of such staff.  As a means of demonstrating the credibility of the Fisheries Division as a management and field level organisation, it is proposed that the project support strategic and visible intensive enforcement of fisheries legislation over a limited period in the early days of project implementation.  It is further proposed that the project support modest upgrading and extension of the buildings that form the existing field network along the South Coast.  

2.3
Supporting the improved fisheries community capacities 

Support services provided on a demand-led basis:  Whilst it may be unrealistic that the Fisheries Division will be able to service the needs of all fishery communities in the early years of the project, it would also be unrealistic to limit the provision of such support to one or two areas of the coast, or to only the most advanced of the existing fishermen’s organisations.  As a principle, any fishery community should be able to call on the support services of the Fisheries Division and it is the Fisheries Division, in collaboration with the PIU, that will have to develop an appropriate strategy for matching available resources with the demand for its services.

The indivisibility of statutory authority:  A key element in fisheries management is the design and application of a fisheries licensing regime.  Such a regime is supported in law and the statutory body responsible for its application is the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture.  Whilst the Fisheries Division can appoint agents and representatives in the design and application of such a licensing regime, it cannot abrogate its responsibilities in applying the law in this context. 

Similar statutory obligations relate to the enforcement of any ruling fisheries management regime.  Once again, whilst the Fisheries Division can appoint agents and representatives in aspects of monitoring, control and enforcement, it is only the Fisheries Division that can prosecute cases of infringement of fisheries law.  Whilst it is the Fisheries Division that must initiate, document and progress a prosecution, in most cases it will seek the services of duly authorised arresting agents in apprehending law-breakers or in serving notice of prosecution, whether these be marine police, civil police, armed service personnel or any other suitable sanctioned individuals.

2.4
Supporting the formation of regional co-management

Regional application of co-management:  Since co-management is necessarily applied in a geographical bounded area, or according to specified activity, it is typically applied at scales greater than individual communities.  For the South Coast fisheries it is proposed to develop three or more regional co-management areas, each subject to a custom-designed fisheries management plan.  Such plans will be prepared on the basis of stakeholder consultation and agreement and will be required at a minimum to apply national fisheries legislation.  These plans will be administered by a suitably constituted management authority, operating under the auspices of the Fisheries Division and such other statutory bodies as may be appropriate.

Limitation to the powers of a regional fisheries administration:  The administration of any such regional management plan will only be possible through the authority of the Fisheries Division, unless covered specifically by alternate legislation.  In this way there will be clearly established limits to the powers that may be exercised by the regional management administration.    

Transfer of some central government service responsibilities to a regional administration:  At such time as a regional administration is formed, it is appropriate that the delivery of most community level support services should be provided through that regional administration rather than through the field network of the Fisheries Division.  At such a time the activities of Fisheries Division field staff will be re-focused to upholding the monitoring, control and enforcement responsibilities of the Fisheries Division, as well as providing on-going support to the regional administration, as required.  To ensure that capacity in community support developed within the Fisheries Division field network is not dissipated, consideration will be given by both the Fisheries Division and the newly established regional administration as to how best to deploy available development resources.  

Continuing central government obligations under co-management:  Given the continuing obligations of central government despite the formation of any regional co-management administration, it would be inappropriate for the Fisheries Division to dismantle its field network at such time as a regional administration were formed.  It is for this reason that it should retain its capacity to engage with local fisheries communities and to undertake two functions critical to the success of fisheries co-management – monitoring, control and surveillance, and fisheries research and development.  The relationship between these various functions and their evolution during the establishment of a South Coast co-management regime, are shown schematically in Figure 2.1.    

Figure 2.1: A schematic showing organisational transitions in the management of the sector
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Systems for supporting two or more organisations within any one community:  Within a regional co-management regime the concept of demand-led and even-handed access to support services should remain, albeit with a somewhat increased element of pro-action.  Thus, whilst it might be administratively simpler if each community were represented by one fisheries organisation, this is not always possible.  And during the early days of community organisation under what conditions might it be appropriate to offer support services to one emerging organisation and not another.  For these issues it is proposed that some sort of trigger threshold should be applied, but that once one or more organisations have passed such a threshold, support services should not be unreasonably withheld.  It is suggested that such a trigger mechanism should relate to the proportion of a community’s licensed fishermen that are signed up members of an organisation.  A threshold figure of 10 or 15 per cent would seem appropriate.

Support to candidate regional co-management bodies:  In the situation where two or more candidate co-management bodies that seek to serve the same or over-lapping management areas apply for project support in developing their management capacities, this should not be unreasonably withheld.   Co-management responsibilities can only be issued to one body for one administrative area and it is expected that in time only one candidate per area will emerge as the stronger applicant.  

Threshold conditions for application for regional co-management status:  As with the fisheries organisations, candidate co-management organisations may only formally apply for such responsibility once they have crossed an eligibility threshold.  This threshold should require that they are an appropriately constituted NGO or other suitable structure; that they have an appropriate mandate, constitution and board structure; that they have core administrative, personnel and financial management systems in place; that they have core staff and funding; and that they can demonstrate that they have been able to raise operating funds.  They should be able to demonstrate close linkage to the fisheries communities within their proposed area, that they have the confidence of these communities and such fisheries organisations as may be present or formed within these communities and that they have the capacity to provide support to such fisheries organisations.  Having past the entry threshold and applied for and received recognition as a regional co-management body, project support to this organisation will then be stepped up to develop its operational capacity.  In this period, the project will assist the organisation in applying for operational funding from suitable funding agencies. 

The eligibility of CCAM as a candidate regional co-management body for Portland Bight:  The Lionel Town based NGO CCAM has, for all intents and purposes, already achieved eligibility as a candidate regional co-management organisation.  It now needs to go through a process of formal negotiation with the Government of Jamaica to be established as the co-management body for the Portland Bight Protected Area – with responsibility for developing and administering the Portland Bight fisheries and marine protected area co-management plans, and for developing other economic opportunities within the Portland Bight Protected Area.  Funding of these developments is subject to confirmation of the outline project already prepared for IDB-GEF approval.  SCSDP support will be provided to CCAM during and after such approvals, in the design and construction of key physical infrastructures and in the development of manuals and appropriate training materials for use by CCAM, the Fisheries Division and such other regional co-management bodies as may come into existence. 

2.5
Providing physical infrastructure at beach level

Conditions for provision of physical facilities for fishing communities in the Portland Bight area:  As a means of consolidating the substantial organisational gains yet to be made by fisheries organisations within the Portland Bight area in support of improved management of community fisheries, provision is made within the project for the funding, design and construction of a limited suite of facilities at each of seven beaches.  Through a process of open debate and stakeholder involvement, each fishery community has drawn up a wish list of those facilities considered appropriate to the needs of each beach.  Part of the discipline to be established in regard to the operation of the fishermen’s organisations is that the services provided to fishermen and fisheries communities by such organisations be done so on a cost-recovery basis.  Thus while the nature of such facilities’ requests fits well with needs, such requests have been made in a cost free environment - the scale of facilities demanded has not been tempered by the costs of facilities provision, management, upkeep and replacement.  The application of any system of cost recovery to such communities is likely to lead to a reduction in the scale and number of facilities demanded.

It is in this context that it is proposed that provision of any such facilities be made contingent on the main fisheries organisation on any one beach being able to demonstrate operation to a minimum set of standards and being able to demonstrate the capacity to levy charges on its membership and others for the use and upkeep of facilities.  Eligibility for project funded physical facilities will be dependent on demonstration of a minimum set of management and administration capacities to include operation as a paid up membership organisation for a minimum qualifying period of one year.  The organisation will be expected to have an acceptable board structure, to hold and maintain a register of members, to receive and disburse funds, to keep records of the activities of the organisation, to convene and service regular meetings of the organisation, to convene and service an annual general meeting, to manage the development of a suitable constitution and to represent members’ interests at local, regional and, where necessary, national, levels.  In preparation for the provision of physical facilities the organisation will be expected to have developed an appropriate Business Plan to include systems for the management of vessel movements, product movements, people movements and vehicle movements within the beach / landings area; systems for the levying of user fees for use of any facilities under the control of the fisheries organisation including mooring facilities, loading and unloading facilities, gear and engine stores, showers and toilets, repair areas, processing areas, sales and marketing areas, meeting rooms, etc..  Such a plan will also be expected to cover systems for the upkeep of marine structures within the area, for the maintenance and upkeep of all buildings and roadways within the area, maintenance of fencing surrounding the area, regular cleaning of the area and maintenance of good order within the area and provision of security services for the beach area.  The extent to which fisheries organisations will be expected to cover the costs of the facilities and their sustainable operation will be the subject of negotiation between the project, the Fisheries Division, the regional co-management administration and the community organisations themselves.  In the early years of operation it is more important that the fisheries organisations have and utilise the appropriate management systems than that they achieve full cost-recovery. 

Project support to other communities in funding physical facilities:  In the maintenance of even-handedness, it is proposed that project support be given to any other fisheries organisation within the project area that complies with these eligibility criteria.  The project is not in a position to fund any physical facilities outside the seven beaches of the Portland Bight area, but project resources should be applied in assisting such organisations in applying for funding for building works from suitable agencies.  Eligibility for assistance in seeking funding for physical facilities should not be contingent on fisheries organisations being a part of any co-management regime.

2.6
Stimulating entrepreneurship and improved business management

Access to training and business support:  As with the mechanisms used to access project support for improved management and organisation, project support to encouraging diversification of the fisheries economy, both within the sector and outside the sector, will be provided on an even-handed basis.  Basic access to training and skills enhancement in matters to do with business skills, fish handling and marketing skills, management of fishing businesses, etc., will be provided at a community level through community organisations.  Support to individuals and groups of individuals in the development of business ideas will be provided on demand through appropriate Parish Council level institutions set up for this purpose. 

Piloting innovative business ideas:  In addition to the provision of support to existing businesses and to business start-ups, project resources will also be deployed to pioneer fishery related business ideas that might not otherwise come to commercial realisation.  Only limited funds will be available to support such investigations, so that much project emphasis will be placed on identifying suitable and productive areas of investigation as a means of maximising returns from this project activity.  Candidate projects will need to comply with some basic selection criteria which should include the requirement that they exploit labour intensive technologies, provide a clear route to taking fishermen away from current fishing activities, comply with a basic set of sustainability criteria and involve levels of investment that are within the reach of business organisations from within the fisheries communities.  

3. STRENGTHENING THE QUALITY OF FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

3.1
The need to substantially reduce fishing effort over time

Constraints to the South Coast fisheries are characterised by chronic long-term over-fishing, limited constraints to entry to the commercial fishery, institutionalised subsidy to the sector and inadequate capacity to enforce existing rules and regulations.  

They are further characterised by the presence of:

· many small enterprises (comprising various informal associations of vessel owner, crew and higgler);

· a few more complex organisations in the form of packer boat / wholesaler operators (delivering services to fishermen exploiting the offshore cays in return for product) and lobster and conch processors and exporters;

· a number of small, medium and larger sized conch and lobster processors; and

· a number of small, medium and larger wholesalers / distributors. 

Data to allow reasonably accurate assessments of stock abundance to be made are not available, but a combination of anecdotal information and recorded declines in catch sizes and substantial increases in effort point strongly to chronic over-fishing.  The Halcrow report suggests that effort should be reduced by a half, and we concur with this figure as a reasoned interpretation of available information and a suitable and sufficient statement of ambition on which to progress sector development planning.

The main drivers for such high levels of fishing effort are:

· few restrictions to entry to the fishery (from legal, economic and skills bases);

· the limited risk of being detected or penalised for illegal or inappropriate practice;

· the scarcity of alternate employment opportunities;

· in some cases high potential returns to investment of capital and labour relative to alternate low skill employment, particularly relating to offshore fishing; and

· in other cases activity at purely subsistence levels exploiting accessible but over-stretched resources close to shore that require little capital and recurrent investment to exploit.      

If over-fishing is to be reversed so as to allow the marine eco-system to recover from such unsustainable exploitation patterns and to subsequently support raised levels of exploitation at points closer to the MEY (Maximum Economic Yield) and MSY (Maximum Sustainable Yield), action needs to be taken in each of the five areas listed above.  It is action under the first two of these areas that forms the focus of the first project intervention.

3.2
Limiting entry to the fishery

3.2.1
Limiting access to fishing 

As a general principle the marine environment is a common property resource – it and its products belong to all of us.  The management of this resource is held in trust for each of us by the government.  Under open access conditions, where essentially anyone who wishes to is allowed to fish, a time is eventually reached where the resource itself becomes a limiting constraint and the “Tragedy of the Commons” takes hold.  In the situation where every individual seeks to exercise his or her right to exploit the available resource, each individual is encouraged to exploit as much of that resource as possible since if he or she does not get the benefit, then surely someone else will.  The original example used to describe the “Tragedy of the Commons” was where villagers exercised their right to graze sheep on the common land of the village.  Since it did not benefit any one villager not to graze the maximum number of sheep on the common, very quickly the available grazing became so minimal that no-one could graze their sheep there – everyone was a loser, but crucially the status quo was retained by no-one being a winner.  This is a particularly wasteful way of managing resource exploitation.

Thus whilst the common property rights of such resources should be upheld, it is not appropriate to support an open access regime under conditions where exploitation levels threaten the sustainability of the resource.  Prudent and responsible management suggests that entry to the fishery should be restricted, that those entering the fisheries should be bound to comply with a set of rules and regulations intended to maintain good order and that the beneficiaries of such exploitation should make some recompense to the public at large – typically through licence fees and taxation.  Under existing fisheries legislation in Jamaica, fishermen and vessel owners have to hold a current license, but this is not universally applied.  Contribution by fishermen to the costs of managing the fisheries is minimal and no payment is made to the public purse to recompense those who do not exercise their right to exploit common property.  Weaknesses in the licensing system itself, compounded by an almost complete absence of enforcement, mean that this system is almost totally ineffectual and persistent over-exploitation of the resource and flouting of regulations are the key characteristics of the fishery today.

This system failure is one of the strongest arguments in favour of a shift towards community based co-management, where the local imperatives to exercise responsible fishing can be all the greater.  But even here, the ability of local communities to do more than identify wrongdoing and wrongdoers is severely limited.  They too need to be able to call on a higher authority to actually enforce the law.  Fundamentally the capacity to enforce fisheries law needs to be substantially strengthened at a national level – starting with the licensing regime itself, and followed up with effective systems of monitoring, control and enforcement.

3.2.2
Support to national level fisheries management

In this element of project activity, resources will be focused on:

· bringing the licensing system of the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture into full and effective operation;

· bringing the shore and sea-going enforcement capabilities of the Fisheries Division up to an acceptable level of operation;

· bringing the systems of co-ordination between Fisheries Division personnel and agencies with the powers of arrest up to a fully operational level; and

· bringing the intelligence capacities of the Fisheries Division up to a level capable of monitoring fishing activity and focussing enforcement effort, but also sufficient to enable the preparation of the documentary evidence necessary to press cases of fishery infringement to their full legal conclusion.

These elements involve inputs ranging from improved computing and data-handling systems to formalised protocols of engagement between the Fisheries Division enforcement services and arresting agencies; from the substantial upgrading of the conditions of license to the establishment of systems for the confirmation of license eligibility and payment of raised license fees; from strengthened field presence along the South Coast to active and highly visible enforcement of ruling regulations.  These elements will be achieved through the provision of training and technical support to and through the Fisheries Division. 

In facilitating the above, the Fisheries Division needs to substantially strengthen its credibility as a management and enforcement agency.  This will require a co-ordinated public relations campaign, combining a programme of information provision to fisheries communities along the South Coast with a public demonstration of active enforcement.  For this it is proposed that the project support and fund a short-run control and enforcement campaign along the South Coast for a period of, say, three months.  Such a campaign should be scheduled so as to dovetail with confirmation of the new Fishing Industry Bill, 2001, and other project elements directed towards strengthening the role of fishermen’s organisations, and moves towards the establishment of systems of co-management.  

As a reciprocal commitment to this initiative, however, such assistance should be contingent on the provision of sufficient operating resources by the Jamaican government to the Fisheries Division to enable it to operate such systems as a normal day-to-day element of fisheries management.  Failure to comply with this condition makes any project efforts towards improved fisheries management and movement towards the co-management of fisheries, unproductive and thus inadvisable.

3.3
A more restrictive licensing regime

3.3.1
Closed entry and licensing 

The basis of the fisheries management plan is to close the gate on entry to the fishery through watertight licensing of all boats and fishermen.  This should be achieved through payment of a license fee along the lines described in the CCAM Management Plan for the PBPA.  The raised fee levels of J$250 per year for an artisanal unmotorised vessel, J$500 per year for an artisanal motorised vessel and J$250 per fisherman per year are appropriate and should be included in national fisheries regulations at such time as the new Fishing Industry Bill, 2001, enters into law. 

The logistics of achieving this are a little more problematic.  All fishing vessels and fishermen are currently supposed to be subject to license, but this is not so in practice and there is little enforcement of the issue, or indeed incentive to enforce this issue.  If the current situation of over-fishing is ever to be contained, it is essential that all vessels and fishermen be licensed.  

The Fisheries Division is seeking to substantially revise its licensing system and procedures and intends to move to an ID and certificate system.  This will involve the upgrading of its licensing software and database system, and the establishment of a system able to issue strong waterproof ID cards complete with bar code and ideally a photo of the license holder.  The Fisheries Division has a system in place for issuing licenses and collecting license fees and this should be upgraded in response to the raised level of coverage of the licensing system.

The Fisheries Division plans to undertake basic system design during 2001 / 2002 and it is proposed that the project provide support to the Fisheries Division in the form of an upgraded computer network, a suite of facilities for the production and issue of ID cards in the field and a batch of bar-code readers for use by inspectors and fishery managers.

It is the proposal of the Fisheries Division, with which we concur, that the licenses should combine fishing permit with recognition of some elements of competence.  In the case of a fisherman license this would include basic competence in seamanship, safety at sea and first aid.  In the case of a vessel license, this would include a seaworthiness and safety certification for the sea areas to the fished.  

Licenses would include details of the fishing areas for which the fishing permit is provided and the gears that can be fished.  In due course, such a system can be adapted for the additional requirements associated with any particular fishing regime – as for example those that might be applied with the Portland Bight Fisheries Management Area.  It may also accommodate additional charges to be levied to fish in different management zones.

3.3.2
Systems for retiring fleet and gear capacity

Having completed a comprehensive licensing of vessels and fishermen, anyone wanting to leave the industry will need to retire his or her license to the government.  The government is under no obligation to re-issue that license.  Where a boat is being replaced, a penalty should be placed on that replacement – along the line of withdraw two boats to cover the replacement of one.  For fishermen, a similar system could be considered for retiring gear licenses (a fisherman’s license would be linked to the type and number of gear that a fisherman could use).  In this way some sort of containment of effort can be achieved.

The proposed regulations to be implemented by the management body of the PBPA, as presented in CCAM’s Management Plan for the PBPA 1999 – 2004, are shown as Appendix 3 to this report.

In the longer-term, many of these procedures can be internalised within regional fisheries management.  People fishing in any one of the four or five regions of the South Coast (including the offshore regional fishery of the Pedro Bank) would need to be licensed to so fish.  Where fishermen fish in two or more regions, they would have to be licensed accordingly.  Policing of such licensing would be left primarily to the local fisheries organisation, with support from the regional management body and ultimately from the Fisheries Division.  Fishermen fishing in any management area would be subject to the particular management regime applying within that area.

3.3.3
Monitoring, control and enforcement

Monitoring, control and enforcement of the South Coast fisheries will remain the responsibility of the Fisheries Division, as at present.  Given the rather light touch with which this is being applied at present, further support to the Division will be required to achieve a more reasonable element of control in support of overall fisheries management.

Given that the Division is not set up to physically police fisheries and its officers do not have the powers of arrest, it needs to obtain the cooperation of those with the necessary powers of arrest, such as the constabulary, the marine police, and the JDF.  The efforts and systems of the Division should instead be focused on gathering, collating and interpreting the data needed to direct control and enforcement effort.  In addition it should provide the intelligence necessary to guide the sea-going inspection activities of regional fisheries bodies, Fisheries Division staff and other appropriate agencies and provide the documentary evidence to support any fishery related legal charges brought.

As at present, the Division should undertake stock assessment work and undertake sample surveys of catches and landings.  In this latter category of data collection, activity should be extended to the monitoring of the economics of fishing operations, including the regular collation of first and second hand fish prices.  This information should be regularly posted to a Divisional web-site allowing public access to general data and password protected access by the Regional Fisheries Management Organisations.

Whilst overall policy and planning should be dealt with at national level, much of the data collection and day to day management and enforcement can and should be undertaken at the regional and local levels.  Accordingly, there should be three distinct tiers of data provision – one that the Division organises centrally, one where the responsibility for data provision is passed to the regional fisheries management bodies, and one that rests with the fishermen’s organisations.  In a similar vein there should be a reverse flow of information, with some information retained for use by the Division, some as a matter of course passed to the regional management bodies and some passed as a matter of course to the individual fishers organisations.  In this regard the Division’s network of field agents will serve a necessary oversight and cross-check function.

Given that there are not the resources to undertake much at-sea inspection, greater reliance has to be placed on control of inputs (compliance with gear restrictions, use of gear, equipment, effort) and outputs (landings).  This needs to be accomplished by a combination of inspections at each of the three management levels – Divisional, regional management, fishers’ organisation.

In addition, there is a need to police no-take zones and a relatively light policing of at-sea activity, particularly in the inshore areas (where the need for the restoration of the eco-system to full productivity is greatest).  To accomplish this, support is given to the suggested system put forward in the CCAM Management Plan, where the local fishers organisations are mandated to undertake such policing, under the control and management of the regional body.  Oversight of this process should be provided by the management body and to this end it should have an appropriate set of equipment at its disposal to allow its officers to go to sea.

3.3.4
Vessel and fisher safety

Fishermen put to see on a daily basis, risking the elements to pursue their chosen profession.  Fishermen are very conscious of the risks that they take, but through familiarity are often prepared to take greater risks than is reasonable.  It is therefore appropriate that the industry establish some basic standards against which to operate.  A basic standard should apply to all vessels and fishing operations, with an enhanced standard for vessels and fishermen operating further offshore – certainly on the offshore banks, but also perhaps at the extreme edges of the coastal shelf.

All vessels should be required to carry basic safety equipment in the form of a flotation device and a signalling device (flare).  For the rest, the standards should be drawn up by the fishery councils, in consultation with the Fisheries Division, the Regional Management Bureaux and the Coastguard.  

As indicated above, the licensing and permit system should encompass some level of recognition of competence and seaworthiness.  To this end project resources will be used to support the Fisheries Division and Regional Co-management bodies in delivering seamanship, safety and first aid courses at fishing community level.

4. MOVING TO A SYSTEM OF COMMUNITY-BASED CO-MANAGEMENT

4.1
Devolved management

The government of Jamaica has never in the past provided sufficient resources to allow for effective management and control of the sector in a top-down structure, and there has never been the level of co-operation and compliance from the industry to assure exploitation within sustainable limits without such management and control.  Critically, the overall scale of industry receipts relative to the costs of a highly controlled fishery also does not merit such top-heavy management unless there are other economic, social or environmental objectives being served by such action.

To move to a system of co-management requires the full commitment and support of government, but also requires a distributed organisational structure, since it is evident from experience in Jamaica and elsewhere that the development of co-management needs intensive management support, long-term facilitation, committed participation by both managers and the community, and strong motivation to success.  The favoured model for such development is to devolve a range of fishery management responsibilities to community based fisher’s organisations and to provide focused support to such organisations at a regional level, within a national structure.  Such regional support can be provided through outreach departments of the Fisheries Department, or through dedicated agencies or NGOs.  

4.2
Fisheries co-management

Co-management may be simply defined as a compact between sector managers, sector practitioners and sector support institutions (usually research organisations) in the overall management of the sector.  Instead of sector practitioners simply reacting to management rules and regulations presented to them from on high, they become an integral part of the process by which rules and regulations are developed, as well as taking on increased direct responsibility for their effective application.  Fundamental to such a management system are the commitment of all fishery practitioners to the process and the operation of systems and procedures that facilitate the co-management process and enable the active involvement of all stakeholders.

The key benefit of such an approach is the combining of industry and government efforts in the achievement of a medium to long-term investment and operational environment, rather than the more typical and less effective system of commercial operators constantly trying to outwit sector administrators and enforcers for personal short-term gain.  Fundamentally it involves industry members taking on explicit responsibility for co-managing the sector and encourages the alignment of self-interest and good practice in support of longer term and more durable management of the sector. 

Co-management, to be effective, must be applied at a geographical scale that is compatible with the structure and operation of the sector.  Co-management regimes must uphold and apply sets of rules and regulations established at a national level, but can and should accommodate local variation of such rules and regulations, in line with local conditions and practices, as long as they enhance rather than detract from national level rules and regulations. 

At the core of such systems are the frontline organisations of the fishing industry – fishermen’s associations, fishermen’s co-operatives, producer organisations – where day to day co-management of the sector is focused.  These are supported by second-tier organisations that can develop, consolidate and represent broader industry views (local or regional fisheries councils) and by third-tier organisations where industry, government and other stakeholder organisations debate sector management issues (national fisheries councils).  

In parallel with such structures is the hierarchy of fisheries administration; those bodies legally bound to uphold and enforce fisheries law.  Typically such a hierarchy is bound within the fisheries administration itself, through its national, regional and local offices.  Under conditions of co-management, however, whilst the fisheries administration remains the body holding the statutory obligations of fisheries management and enforcement (and retains its regional and local representation), it shares the practical responsibilities and obligations of such duties with fishermen, fishermen’s organisations and any regional fisheries management organisations that may exist. 

Since co-management necessarily applies to a bounded regime, demarcated as a geographical range or a particular fishing practice (or a combination of both) that encompasses the activities of a number of frontline fisheries organisations, it is usual to administer such a co-management regime at a regional level within a coherent national administrative structure. 

Within the area of the South Coast Sustainable Development Project it is proposed to encourage the evolution of a number of such co-management regimes by providing management support to existing community-based fishermen’s organisations along the South Coast (and to any such organisations that may emerge during the period of the project) and by providing management support to any existing or emergent candidate organisations that might fulfil the role of regional co-management authority.  The evolution of such structures should be stakeholder driven, with negotiation of a co-management regime entered into at such time as component fishermen’s organisations and candidate regional co-management organisations are able to demonstrate minimum standards of management and operation within a coherent co-management boundary.  Such negotiations will be conducted informally through direct contact by fisheries administrators and their representatives with fishermen and fishermen’s organisations and more formally through regional and national fisheries councils where the range of appropriate stakeholder interests are represented.

Project support will be provided to fishermen’s organisations and candidate regional co-management organisations to assist them in developing the basic organisational and administrative capacities needed to enter into co-management compacts with government.  Once such a threshold has been reached, further project resources and support will be provided to help them meet such minimum standards and once such a threshold has been reached, to assist these parties in the design, establishment and operation of a co-management regime.

Since marine protected area co-management and fisheries co-management are so inter-dependent and would generally be expected to cover the same geographical areas, it is likely that the same regional management structure would apply.  In such cases, a successful candidate regional fisheries co-management organisation would also be expected to assume co-management of a similarly bounded marine protected area.

4.3
The example of the Portland Bight area

This system can be best illustrated with an example.  This approach is most advanced in respect of Portland Bight.  In this instance a Protected Area covering both terrestrial and marine environments was established in 1996.  This process established the importance of this area in terms of its natural biodiversity and the need for its sensitive management.  At this time no specific structure was established for the active management of the area, but its special legal status required that any development within the area was subject to the constraints and sensitivities laid down in the appropriate legislation.  

CCAM has presented itself as a candidate regional co-management organisation for the management of both the protected area and the fisheries within the Portland Bight Protected Area.  In support of its candidacy as a regional fisheries co-management organisation it has worked:

· to establish and strengthen fishermen’s organisations in each of the fisheries communities within the protected area;

· to establish regional representation of each of these organisations in a regional council along with other local, regional and national stakeholders; and 

· to development, through extensive stakeholder consultation and participation, a regional fisheries management plan for the protected area.  

At one and the same time it has demonstrated its own credibility as an effective management and administrative organisation, complete:

· with an integrated system of management and control systems;

· with an appropriate complement of facilities and staff;

· with a complement of outreach capacities to support development in constituent fisheries communities; and 

· with the capacity to raise and manage project and administrative funding. 

As a general principle CCAM has demonstrated that it meets the minimum set of standards that secures its eligibility as a candidate regional fisheries co-management organisation.  At one and the same time it has also demonstrated similar status in regard to regional co-management of the protected area.  Through the work of the fisheries communities and CCAM, the fishermen’s organisations of the Portland Bight area can demonstrate that most of them meet the minimum standards of organisation and operation needed to secure eligibility for participation in the co-management of the fisheries of the Portland Bight area. 

In recognition of this preparatory work CCAM and the fishermen’s organisations of the Portland Bight area are in a position to submit an application to the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture for the formal establishment and legal recognition of the Portland Bight fisheries co-management regime.  Should the government accept to entertain such a submission, the parties can then enter into negotiation as to the exact responsibilities and obligations that attach to such a co-management regime and to the organisations that are party to such a regime.  Successful completion of negotiations will then lead to the formal establishment of such a regional fisheries co-management regime (though in practice this will necessarily have to wait until the new Fishing Industry Bill, 2001, which includes the legal basis for such a co-management regime, has been accepted and brought into force).  Once a co-management regime has been sanctioned, the Fisheries Division, regional co-management organisation and the constituent fishermen’s organisations can then move to the establishment and operation of that regime.

A similar evolutionary process would be expected in the establishment of fisheries co-management regimes covering other parts of the South Coast.  In this, the project will provide development support, through the Fisheries Division, to candidate regional fisheries co-management organisations and to individual fishermen’s organisations, in assisting them in meeting the minimum standards required to make an application to the Fisheries Division for establishment of the co-management regime.  Such a co-management regime will necessarily have to have a geographical boundary and, given the likely contribution of fisheries outside that geographical boundary to the economy of the fisheries communities within that boundary (such as Pedro Bank), will also have to accommodate an activity boundary.  The geographical boundaries of such regimes need not in the first instance be contiguous with other such regimes along the South Coast but in the longer term, for the sake of effective and efficient administration, it would be appropriate that they are so. 

Where fisheries are not the subject of a co-management regime they will be managed, as at present, under a national regime administered by the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture.     

4.4
The components of a fisheries co-management regime

The area of the South Coast Project can be functionally divided into three or four functional regions, allowing for each to be managed by its own regional management support team.  In due course, a possible additional management area may be the Pedro Bank and the other offshore banks.  The more obvious divisions are the areas around Whitehouse and Black River, and the Protected Area of Portland Bight.  The area of Great Bay / Alligator Pond is a little more problematic.  

The area of the shelf is large and the length of coastline appropriate to a regional management, but the fishing communities are few and distances between them fairly large.  This presents problems in terms of the ease with which fishermen can come together to discuss management and the capacities they may be able to develop in monitoring activity within that zone.  In practice it may be necessary to link this zone with its adjacent zones, but attention would then need to be paid to the increased costs to fishermen and managers of such a structure.  In addition, whilst further investigation of the suitability of the seafloor substrate off this coastal strip, this area may yet prove attractive for mariculture development.

For illustrative purposes only, management divisions may be postulated as the following (as presented in the Pre-feasibility Study) (see Figure 2.1):

· Western area – from Salmon Point to Scotts Cove – 20 sites, about 400 boats, about 1300 fishers, also includes Cabarita River fisheries.

· Black River area – from Long Acre to Great Bay – 11 sites, about 220 boats, about 650 fishers, also includes Black River fisheries.

· Long Bay area – from Alligator Pond to Knights – 3 (functional) sites, about 94 boats, about 340 fishers.

· Portland Bight area – from Rocky Point to Hellshire – 9 sites, about 500 boats, about 1500 fishers.

For the management of the Portland Bight fisheries co-management area, CCAM is the candidate management body.  For the rest of the South Coast the situation is less clear.  There exist a number of NGOs that could in time become candidate co-management bodies, but which at present display few of the qualities that would be required to comply with basic eligibility criteria.  It is the intention that project support will be given to any of these or other potential candidate organisations with a view to advancing their standards of operation.  In practice it is unlikely that more than one such organisation will meet threshold requirements in respect of any given management area.
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Table 4.1: A summary of the basis arguments in favour of a regional management strategy 

Much has yet to be learnt from the past, current and future experiences of CCAM in the organisation and management of such a regional fishery area.  Time should be allowed to acquire such experience.  This notwithstanding, attention should be given to the issue of devolved management in other regions of the South Coast, focusing on the identity and mode of operation of such a regional support institution.  Only once such an institution has been established will it be possible to extend the regional format proposed for management of the fishing communities of the Portland Bight area to other areas of the South Coast. 

The main elements of the above argument are presented in Table 4.1.  The consequential requirements for the management of such regional fisheries are summarised in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: Drawing up of regional management plans

4.5
Regional rules


At the regional level, the fisheries organisations, in co-operation with the regional management body and the Department of Fisheries, will need to draw up local management plans dealing with local management issues.  These issues include such elements as:

· minimum landing sizes;

· net and trap mesh size; 

· numbers of gear;

· restricted fishing areas;

· protected marine areas; and 

· closed or restricted seasons.  

Such a plan would be put together by the regional management body through a process of participatory debate.  This would be undertaken at the level of each fisheries organisation, and through the regional fisheries management council
.

The CCAM Management Plan 1999 – 2004 for the Portland Bight Protected Area includes such a plan developed in this way.  On-going work at CCAM is seeking to update and expand on this plan, but until CCAM is formally mandated by government to undertake management of the PBPA, including fisheries management, all this preparatory work is to no avail.

For a number of rules, conformity will need to be established across the South Coast fishery – for example mesh sizes – unless specific derogation is given to a particular area.  Each regional management body can, however, institute controls that are more restrictive than the national legislation.  

4.6
Prioritising a formation of a regional dimension

Examination of the coral shelf areas making up the main fishing grounds of the South Coast, including the shallows on Pedro Bank and other banks, indicates that by far the largest area is that of Pedro Bank, followed, in decreasing scale, by the area allocated to the PBPA, that associated with the Alligator Pond region, the Black River region and the Western region.

Table 4.3 – Key fishery statistics allocated per management region
 (based on Table 9.8, Halcrow Tech. Rep. 2)
	
	boat type

	Management region
	wooden unmech
	wooden mech
	Fibreglass reg
	fibreglass lrg
	offshore
	packers
	total

	Western Region
	138
	53
	126
	79
	0
	0
	396

	Black River Region
	30
	23
	159
	2
	5
	4
	223

	Alligator Pond Region
	9
	10
	75
	0
	0
	0
	94

	Portland Bight Region
	79
	7
	409
	5
	0
	24
	524


	
	Fishermen

	Management region
	licensed
	estimated
	CCAM estimate

	Western Region
	885
	1,308
	

	Black River Region
	300
	650
	

	Alligator Pond Region
	299
	337
	300

	Portland Bight Region
	1,351
	1,524
	3,910


	
	landings t

	Management region
	reef shelf
	reef Pedro
	lobster direct
	Lobster incid.
	coastal pelagic
	shrimp
	conch
	packer
	total

	Western Region
	222
	283
	6
	21
	20
	0
	2
	-
	554

	Black River Region
	82
	398
	-
	19
	36
	3
	0
	19
	558

	Alligator Pond Region
	82
	30
	4
	5
	-
	2
	1
	-
	123

	Portland Bight Region
	442
	129
	25
	23
	20
	4
	3
	81
	728

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1,963


	
	Pedro Bank dependency

	Management region
	Total (t)
	% of total landings
	coastal shelf (t)
	Pedro Bank (t)
	coastal shelf dependency
	Pedro Bank dependency

	Western Region
	554
	28%
	244
	310
	44%
	56%

	Black River Region
	558
	28%
	123
	435
	22%
	78%

	Alligator Pond Region
	123
	6%
	85
	38
	69%
	31%

	Portland Bight Region
	728
	37%
	473
	255
	65%
	35%

	
	1,963
	
	925
	1,038
	
	


The Black River and Western regions are most heavily dependent on fishing Pedro Bank; the Portland Bight and Alligator Pond regions most dependent on the coastal shelf (see Table 4.3).  Given that co-management applies only to those areas that you control, it is the fisheries of the coastal shelf in the Portland Bight and Alligator Pond regions that would seem to be priority candidates for early development.  Effective management of the Western and Black River regions relies more heavily on establishing control and management of the Pedro Bank fishing area (in which the fishermen of all four regions have an interest), as well as the coastal shelf area.  A part of this can be achieved by input and output controls exercised through shore-based inspection (for which a co-management structure would be particularly useful), but there will still be a requirement to exercise rather greater control over activities on the bank itself.  This is all the more so given that the Pedro Bank is estimated to generate over half of total South Coast landings by weight and nearer three-quarters of landings by value.

Given the interest of fishermen from all four putative management regions in the fisheries of the Pedro Bank, this should be managed as a fifth management region through a co-management structure under the direct control of the Fisheries Division.  Co-management should be exercised through representation from each of the other four management regions and from those communities most involved with the Pedro Bank fishery (Western region – Whitehouse; Black River region – Billy Bay, Frenchman’s Bay, Calabash Bay, Great Bay; Alligator Pond region – Farquahar Beach, Beacham; Portland Bight region - Rocky Point, Old Harbour Bay, Hellshire Beach).

4.7
Management of the Pedro Bank

Given the recent introduction of enhanced infrastructure at Whitehouse, there is some merit to locating project efforts to strengthen the management of the Pedro Bank fisheries at this site.  On the other hand, if an enforcement station is to be established at Black River (which provides a better logistical base in relation to the fishery grounds), where at least four separate fishing communities with an interest in Pedro Bank are located, then there is merit to concentrating Pedro Bank project resources at this location.  Whichever site is chosen, it should form the base for the logistical centre for developing management systems for the Pedro Bank, the logistical centre for extending the co-management support offered by the project unit at PBPA / CCAM headquarters to the Black River and Western management regions, a locus for the piloting of the deployment of pelagic fish aggregating devices and a locus for piloting the concept of substantially modifying the structure and operation of the fleet exploiting fisheries on and around the Pedro Bank.

As far as enforcement is concerned, there is conflict between the idea of setting up regional co-management regimes and then operating a separate enforcement infrastructure managed by central government.  It is our view that the regional management bodies should, in the longer run, be primarily responsible for management of the affairs under their jurisdiction, including basic monitoring and control of fishing activity.  Enforcement remains, however, a responsibility of the Fisheries Division.  Whilst some basic enforcement activities can be delegated at a local level, it is the national authority that will need to bring cases to court using, wherever possible, intelligence provided at local level and as a result of regional co-management monitoring and control.  

Thus each management body should utilise the enforcement capacities of its co-management structure to maximum advantage, bringing together:

· the powers of regional and local management; 

· the licensing regime;

· activity monitoring and data analysis;

· vessel and gear inspections;

· patrols organised by each fisheries organisation; and 

· patrols operated by the regional management body itself.  

But for enforcement of fishing on the offshore banks, the co-management element provides a substantially weaker form of control and the development of an appropriate management plan more complex.  In this environment, the use of patrols organised by fisheries organisations is less feasible.  In this circumstance, larger vessels are required, deployed to monitor activity on Pedro Bank itself, and to intercept and inspect vessels returning from the Bank to shore.  For this, the Fisheries Division will need to enter into discussions with the marine police, coastguard and the Jamaican Defence Force to identify ways in which the scarce resources at the disposal of these various organisations can be jointly best used to uphold the various interests and responsibilities of these organisations.

5. DIVERSIFYING EMPLOYMENT AWAY FROM TRADITIONAL FISHING

5.1
A focus on reducing fishing effort

As stated in earlier sections, to bring the fisheries of the South Coast under sustainable management will require something in the order of a halving of the level of current fishing effort.  This will need to be achieved by encouraging some fishermen to move out of the industry and others to increase the time they commit to other income earning activities and so reduce the amount of time they commit to fishing.  The scale of the restructuring that needs to be envisaged is in the re-deployment of some 4,000 fishermen over time.

As a starting point in this process it has to be recognised that it is politically, socially and economically unacceptable simply to force large numbers of fishermen out of the sector.  Indeed we would advocate that no fishermen should be forced from the industry against his will without due cause.  Instead fishermen should be informed of the rationale behind the programme of effort reduction and informed of the available alternate economic opportunities.  The identification of such opportunities and the provision of assistance in exploiting such opportunities, forms the third element in the fisheries component of the project.

5.2
Business development support structures

The main thrust of project activity will be directed through existing business development infrastructures along the South Coast such as the PDCs (Parish Development Committees) and the local Chambers of Commerce.  These will be encouraged to provide access to specialist training courses in business development, management skills, financial management targeted at the small business sector.  

These bodies will also be supported in the provision of more focused support to business start-ups and business expansion, both through support resources at their disposal and through other national and sectoral programmes.  

Second tier support will be provided through the field network of the Fisheries Division and most importantly through the development programmes of the regional co-management bodies such as CCAM.

Project support will be provided in four distinct forms:

· support to fishing communities in raising the quality and value of current landings;

· the provision of business training and related skills; 

· the provision of support to business start-ups; and

· the pilot testing of a variety of fisheries diversification opportunities.  

5.2.1
Improving the value of landings

The first will be in the provision of technical and management training and advice at the level of fishing communities.  This will be focused on raising the quality and value of the fish being caught and marketed through improved handling practices, improved health and hygiene, the better logistical arrangement of landing, handling and marketing facilities and better business management.   

For those communities operating within a co-management area, such support will be channelled through the co-management authority (such as CCAM).  For the rest, such support will be provided through the field network of the Fisheries Division.  In the former, the emphasis will be on providing support using staff resources.  In the latter, greater emphasis will be placed on the use of contracted services.

It is expected that training provision will be two-stage.  The first will be the design and preparation of modular training programmes and accompanying material.  This will enable the standardisation of training provision and facilitate training delivery.  It is suggested that a starting point for the development of such material is two manuals developed for FAO by Nautilus Consultants Ltd – “Guidelines for the management of small-scale fisheries enterprises” and “Fish marketing – a guide for extension workers”.

5.2.2
Training in business management and related skills

As indicated earlier for many fishing is only one of a number of current sources of income, with many involved in three or four different forms of economic activity.  Such multiple-tasking is typical of peripheral coastal / rural communities where natural and market cycles and the vagaries of weather make reliance on a single source of income risky.  

By the same token, many of those engaged in fishing possess other technical and business skills.  What this project initiative seeks to achieve is that individuals favour the non-fishing elements of their business mix, so as to bring about a reduction in the time and effort expended on fishing.  Training is therefore provided to assist individuals in further developing these other skills, in encouraging expansion of these businesses and in encouraging the exploitation of new and emerging business opportunities.

Training will be provided at community level under the auspices of both the business development community (PDCs and CoC) and the fisheries structures (Fisheries Division and co-management bodies).

The range of alternate activities currently practised by fishermen (and their households) is considerable, ranging from small-holder farming and local construction to retailing and taxi-driving.  Not all of these can be further developed, but some can.  There remain opportunities in the provision of support services to fishing, in fish marketing, amongst others, and there are likely to be emerging opportunities associated with the development of tourism activities.  Some of these can be undertaken on an individual basis, but many will require larger forms of organisation.  It is the formation and upkeep of such larger groupings that will form a key element in the support provided – whether they be community groups, co-ops, partnerships or formal company structures.  

5.2.3
Support to business start-ups

As part of the over-all South Coast project it is proposed to provide a network of integrated facilities in support of business expansion and business start-ups.  It is proposed to utilise existing institutions in the provision of such services, focusing on the Parish Development Committees and the local Chambers of Commerce.  Such services will range of skills enhancement to specific assistance in company formation, the drawing up of business plans, dealing with technical issues and assisting individuals, groups and companies in their application for loan and working capital funding.

Where such business ideas involve fisheries diversification it is expected that the specialist expertise held within the project, the Fisheries Division and the regional fisheries management bodies will be called upon.  Similar relevant procedures will be utilised in respect of protected area, ecotourism, tourism and tourism support business initiatives. 

5.2.4
Pilot testing of selected fishery diversification opportunities

Whilst the project should specifically exclude itself from any activities that add to fishing effort within the current areas fished, and over-exploited, by South Coast fishermen, there are nevertheless other fisheries related business opportunities.  Where the commercial viability of such opportunities is not clearly evident, but where there is a high probability that viability can be shown – particularly where the obstacle is primarily one of technology transfer – project support will be given to piloting a number of such ideas.

Such piloting will take two forms, the one providing assistance to a pioneer business that would be prepared to take such a venture forward once viability had been demonstrated and the other being of a more general nature involving the wide dissemination of technical trials of a select number of business ideas.

A number of such ventures have already come to light and are worthy of more detailed consideration.  In addition, project resources should be applied to a specific study to examine business development opportunities in fisheries diversification that comply with base eligibility criteria.  Some ideas that have already been identified include:

· Improved handling, processing, packing, distribution and marketing of various seafood products.

· Establishment of engine repair facilities.

· Exploitation of improved boatbuilding design and construction techniques.

· Manufacture of fishing gear.

· Manufacture of other fishery equipment, for example safety gear.

· Development of cooperative fish marketing enterprises.

· Management and development of fishery support service facilities.

· Development of various businesses associated with recreational fishing.

· Development of marine based tours.

· Development of seafood restaurant businesses.

· Development of crab and lobster holding facilities and supply of live shellfish to hotels and restaurants.

· Development of community owned lobster casitas.

· Development of lobster rearing pens.

· Mangrove and land crab fattening businesses.

· The semi-intensive cultivation of fresh and brackish-water species associated with South Coast rivers, swamps and estuaries.

· The commercial operation of offshore fish aggregation devices.

· The cultivation of edible seaweeds.

· The cultivation of conch and other marine molluscs.

· The improved design and manufacture of ice boxes for fishing boats.

· Production and distribution of smoked seafood products.

6. IMPROVING THE MANAGEMENT OF FISHERMEN’S ORGANISATIONS

6.1
Recommended Institutional Frameworks

Community level organisations relating to the fisheries sector are thought to be useful, established and potentially effective.  Their management, however, will need to become more sophisticated if they are to cope with the increased loadings required in the management of fisheries and tourism infrastructures.  This will require particular consideration in terms of the training and development support that can / should be provided by the organisation managing the Portland Bight Protected Area (still assumed to be CCAM).

In addition to this support, it would also seem appropriate to solicit additional support from the national association of fisheries co-operatives and from existing tourism training infrastructure.

It is also evident, given the numbers of businesses (vessels) involved in the fishery, that greater reliance needs to placed in private enterprise and rather less reliance on public sector hand-outs.  Further development of aid dependency will do little to support and encourage a competitive industry and one, it should be remembered, that is over-exploited and over-subscribed.

In terms of the capacities of CCAM itself, much work still needs to be done in establishing just how it is to generate the required long-term revenues.  This is not a situation unique to CCAM and the PBPA, but appears to be one that has not yet been adequately addressed within general Protected Area management in Jamaica.  

The particular contractual relations between a Protected Area management organisation and the Government of Jamaica still need to be ironed out.  The outcome of such deliberations will largely dictate the scale of operation that CCAM can aspire to in the short term and the reliance it will need to place on recovering costs from Protected Area users and the reliance it will need to place on external fund-raising.  Too much reliance on external funding is likely to put at risk its ability to uphold such management obligations as it may enter into with the Jamaican government.

6.2
Design, construction, ownership and management of fishing facilities

As a mark of the level of development of a fishery community and the extent to which it is able to shoulder its responsibilities in matters of industry organisation and management, and to contribute to effective resource management, there will come a time when it will be capable of undertaking the sustainable management and upkeep of physical facilities.  For the moment there is little evidence that any fishery community within the project area has reached such a stage.  It is, however, the intention that many such communities should reach this stage as a result of project support and the improved capacities of national, regional and local institutions in this matter.

Two possible exceptions to this statement can be identified as Hellshire Beach Fishermen’s Co-operative and Whitehouse Fishermen’s Co-operative.  In the former, individual members have demonstrated their ability to invest in and maintain facilities in support of their individual endeavours and to collectively invest in physical infrastructure for their joint benefit.  In the latter, this community has been the recent recipient of extensive fisheries infrastructure in the form of jetty, stores, and processing and marketing areas.  Whilst these facilities remain the property of the Fisheries Division, negotiations are currently underway to establish how the local fisheries community can assume increased responsibility for its day to day management and upkeep, including the collection and management of rental payments for its use.

As a general principle, at such time as an individual fishermen’s organisation can meet a basic set of management competencies (a process which the project and its counterpart organisations will endeavour to support), such organisations can request assistance from the project in exploring suitable avenues for funding an appropriate conformation of beach infrastructure and drawing up suitable business plans.  Possible sources of such funding will include industry, commercial banks, national government, bilateral and multilateral project development assistance, trusts and charitable foundations.  

In the case of the seven fisheries beaches of the Portland Bight area, monies have already been set aside within the project to support at least some physical infrastructure development within the Portland Bight area as a whole (i.e. at some or all of the seven beach communities).  Such monies will only be eligible for use in the construction of fisheries related facilities on land held in public ownership.  

In general, under the former Jamaican Beach Authority (which now falls within the responsibilities of NEPA) an area of the beach in each fishery community has been designated for fishery use.  Title to this land is, it is understood, held by either NEPA, the Parish Council or by the Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture (though in most cases the location of the land and physical location of the title deeds, remains unclear).  At such time as fishermen’s organisations can demonstrate compliance with the same set of eligibility criteria as for other fishery communities and a business plan drawn up identifying how the infrastructure is to be managed and its maintenance, upkeep and eventual replacement funded, the process of designing and constructing such infrastructure may be commenced.  On the basis that communities will be expected to service at least a proportion of facilities’ costs from membership fees and user levies, the nature and scale of such facilities will be dictated by willingness to pay.

Since such facilities can only be constructed on publicly held property, and their use needs to be subject to specific rules and regulations, it is appropriate that they should fall under the management of one body only.  In principle, ownership of the land and property will be vested in the Fisheries Division, but in time management of the facilities on that property will be transferred to one fishermen’s organisation, against the payment of rent or compliance with the terms of a lease agreement.  Where more than one fishermen’s organisation operates within a single beach community, it is self-evident that the privilege of managing such infrastructure can only be vested in one such body.  Where the allocation of this right is contested, adjudication in the matter should be undertaken by an appropriately constituted stakeholder committee, chaired by the PIU.    

Any such facilities will remain the property of the Fisheries Division and be the subject of a rental or lease agreement with the Ministry of Agriculture.  As fishermen’s organisations become more adept at managing the infrastructure at their disposal, they should be encouraged to explore other revenue generating activities – such as the operation of a store, the construction and rental of facilities to other businesses, etc. – based on facilities located both within the property for which title is held in trust for fisheries use and on property where the fishermen’s organisation has been able to secure title.

6.2.1
Discipline of contributing to costs

For the Portland Bight area, each fishery community, through a process of open debate and stakeholder involvement, has drawn up a wish list of those facilities considered appropriate to the needs of each beach.

The nature of such facilities requests fits well with needs, but such requests have been made in a cost free environment - the scale of facilities demanded has not been tempered by the costs of facilities provision, management, upkeep and replacement.

The application of any system of cost recovery to such communities is likely to lead to a reduction in the scale and number of facilities demanded.

Part of the discipline to be establishing in regard to the operation of the fishermen’s organisations is that the management systems to be developed and applied by such organisations is that they should operate on a demand-driven basis, and only provide such facilities as market assessment suggests will generate the current and future revenue streams to support their construction and long-term operation.

6.2.2
The extent to which fishermen are likely to contribute to costs

As is all too apparent, if a reasonably active fishermen is estimated to cover gross earnings of J$150,000 (US$3,333) per year (based on recorded landings and unit value estimates), out of which he has to cover all costs (contribution to operation of a boat, fuel, and fishing materials) he is unlikely to have too much over to pay for use of facilities and contribute to management costs.  Let us say Fishermen’s Organisations can charge some US$100 per fishermen (probably upwards of 5% of net earnings) towards the costs of facilities and services, one might see something like a third of this being contributed to the upkeep of physical facilities.  This amounts to 1500 x US$ 33 = US$50,000 per year towards facilities upkeep for the whole of the Portland Bight area.  

If 20% of this goes towards replacement costs over a forty year life-span of the buildings (pretty generous), this indicates capacity to cover capital investment of only some US$90,000 at a 12% cost of capital.

These numbers do not look too good.  Under these circumstances, whilst it is reasonable to expect fishermen to contribute to costs, the public sector subsidy to these communities is likely to be large - increasing pressure on the authorities to seek to improve the profitability of the fisheries and keep capital expenditure to a minimum.  This would suggest that any facilities to be provided need to be designed to keep both capital and recurrent costs to a minimum.

7.
FISHERIES COMPONENT COSTS
7.1
Project staffing requirements (man months)

	Notes: the majority of entries are as project inputs; P represents inputs under stand-alone project funding; OP represents inputs under projects funded by other projects; C represents construction costs

	
	
	
	
	
	training
	
	research
	

	
	
	
	
	
	local consult-ants
	international consult-ants
	local consult-ants
	international consult-ants

	
	Core fisheries management capacity
	
	
	
	

	
	
	capacity to participate in adaptive co-management of Jamaican fisheries
	1
	
	1
	0.5

	
	
	data origination, handling and dissemination
	
	
	1
	

	
	
	development of capacity to monitor the economics of the industry
	1
	
	1
	

	
	
	skills enhancement - facilitation, negotiation, participatory management, rapid rural assessment
	2
	1
	1
	

	
	
	skills enhancement - business management, simple economics, data collection, accounting, business planning
	2
	1
	1
	

	
	
	web-site development
	2
	
	
	

	
	
	study of the market for and marketing of seafood
	
	
	2
	1

	
	
	on-going support to fisheries management of South Coast fisheries
	2
	1
	4
	2

	
	P
	support to management of the Pedro Bank and other seamounts
	
	
	4
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	10
	3
	15
	5.5

	
	Licensing, monitoring, control and enforcement
	
	
	
	

	
	
	development of vessel and fishermen licensing criteria
	
	
	1
	

	
	
	development of training course for skippers and fishermen in safety and fisheries management
	
	
	2
	

	
	
	means of collecting license fees
	1
	
	1
	

	
	
	licensing of non-fishing businesses
	
	
	0.5
	

	
	
	mechanisms for retiring vessels and gear 
	
	
	0.5
	

	
	
	development of vessel and gear inspection system
	1
	
	1
	

	
	
	data collection systems
	2
	
	2
	

	
	
	
	data collection at Fisheries Division level
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	data collection at regional fisheries management body level
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	data collection at fishers organisation level
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	data manipulation, interpretation and application
	
	
	
	

	
	C
	upgrading of enforcement physical infrastructures
	
	
	2
	

	
	P
	mounting of six month long intensive enforcement exercise "short sharp shock"
	2
	1
	2
	

	
	
	at-sea enforcement
	
	
	
	

	
	
	on-shore enforcement
	2
	
	2
	1

	
	
	operation of licensing and MCS systems
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	8
	1
	14
	1

	
	Formation and support to regional fisheries council and constituent fishers organisations
	
	
	
	

	
	
	institutional facilitation
	2
	1
	3
	1

	
	
	
	support to formation of other regional fisheries management bodies
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	facilitation of formation and management of fishers organisations
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	support to management of fishers organisations
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	support to management of the regional fisheries council
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	3
	1

	Movement towards regional fisheries co-management 
	
	
	
	

	
	Formation of regional fisheries management NGOs
	
	
	
	

	
	
	development of the contractual basis for operation of a regional fisheries management body
	
	
	1
	0.5

	
	
	development of a funding basis for operation of a regional fisheries management body
	
	
	1
	0.5

	
	
	contract negotiation and formation of body
	
	
	
	

	
	C
	premises
	
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	office & systems
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	personnel
	
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	formalisation of regional fisheries management plan
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	operation of regional fisheries management body
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	0
	0
	2
	1

	
	Formation and support to regional fisheries council and constituent fishers organisations
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	facilitation of formation and management of fishers organisations
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	support to management of fishers organisations
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	support to management of the regional fisheries council
	
	
	
	

	
	OP
	preparation of management plans for each fishers organisation
	
	
	
	

	
	C
	design and installation of beach infrastructure in line with each beach management plan  
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	

	Diversification of activity within and additional to the fisheries sector
	
	
	
	

	
	Regional programmes of economic development amongst coastal communities
	
	
	
	

	
	
	strategy for diversification of the economy
	
	
	2
	1

	
	
	skills development
	6
	
	
	

	
	
	Entrepreneurship
	6
	
	
	

	
	
	micro-credit scheme in support of subsistence fishermen and vendors
	
	
	
	

	
	
	business mentoring / incubator system
	12
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	24
	0
	2
	1

	
	Pilot scale testing of fishery business models - labour intensive
	
	
	
	

	
	
	fishery business pilot projects - labour intensive
	
	
	24
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	0
	0
	24
	6

	Strengthening of management capacities of the Division of Fisheries of the Ministry of Agriculture
	
	
	
	

	
	Core fisheries management capacity
	10
	3
	15
	5.5

	
	Licensing, monitoring, control and enforcement
	8
	1
	14
	1

	
	Formation and support to regional fisheries council and constituent fishers organisations
	2
	1
	3
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	20
	5
	32
	7.5

	Movement towards regional fisheries co-management 
	
	
	
	

	
	Formation of regional fisheries management NGOs
	0
	0
	2
	1

	
	Formation and support to regional fisheries council and constituent fishers organisations
	2
	1
	3
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	5
	2

	Diversification of activity within and additional to the fisheries sector
	
	
	
	

	
	Regional programmes of economic development amongst coastal communities
	24
	0
	2
	1

	
	Pilot scale testing of fishery business models - labour intensive
	0
	0
	24
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	24
	0
	26
	7

	TOTAL
	46
	6
	63
	16.5


7.2
Programme delivery

	
	
	
	
	year 1
	year 2
	year 3
	year 4

	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Strengthening of management capacities of the Division of Fisheries of the Ministry of Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Core fisheries management capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	capacity to participate in adaptive co-management of Jamaican fisheries
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	data origination, handling and dissemination
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	development of capacity to monitor the economics of the industry
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	skills enhancement - facilitation, negotiation, participatory management, rapid rural assessment
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	skills enhancement - business management, simple economics, data collection, accounting, business planning
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	web-site development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	study of the market for and marketing of seafood
	
	
	
	
	
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	on-going support to fisheries management of South Coast fisheries
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	
	P
	support to management of the Pedro Bank and other seamounts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Licensing, monitoring, control and enforcement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	development of vessel and fishermen licensing criteria
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	P
	development of training course for skippers and fishermen in safety and fisheries management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	means of collecting license fees
	*
	*
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	licensing of non-fishing businesses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	mechanisms for retiring vessels and gear 
	*
	*
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	development of vessel and gear inspection system
	*
	*
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	data collection systems
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	data collection at Fisheries Division level
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
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	data collection at regional fisheries management body level
	
	*
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	*
	*
	*
	*
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	data collection at fishers organisation level
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	*
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	data manipulation, interpretation and application
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	upgrading of enforcement physical infrastructures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	P
	mounting of six month long intensive enforcement exercise "short sharp shock"
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	operation of licensing and MCS systems
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8. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Institute universal licensing of fishing vessels and fishermen along the South Coast against payment of a licence fee, within a policy of fleet and fisherman reduction and a system that accommodates fleet renewal and allows for new entrants to the fishery - to be managed by the Fisheries Department and its representatives or agents.

2. Institute the licensing of fish processing and trading businesses that employ three or more individuals, including packer boat operations.

3. Actively promote co-management as the basis of fisheries management, with the Portland Bight Protected Area as its test-bed, under the local management of the body established to manage and administer the Portland Bight Protected Area and implemented through community-based fishery associations. 

4. Provide long-term management and organisational support to the formation and operation of community-based fishery associations, including the construction and leasing of basic infrastructure facilities to such associations.

5. Actively promote and facilitate alternate economic activity (and entrepreneurship) within fishing communities along the South Coast (concentrating initially on the communities of the Portland Bight), focusing only in part on the development of domestic and visitor tourism.     

6. Implement a system of closed areas, restricted areas, seasonal fisheries and gear controls within the Portland Bight area, backed up by a system of local activity monitoring and enforcement and the monitoring of catches and landings and the economics of operation – largely as recommended in the management proposals presented by CCAM in their PBPA Management Plan 1999 – 2004.

7. Promote the formation of regional fisheries management bodies (as distinct from Protected Area management, as in the case of the Portland Bight) covering discrete and contiguous sea areas along the South Coast (equivalent to the fisheries responsibility of the managers and administrators of the Portland Bight Protected Area) as the local focal point for the extension of co-management along the South Coast; the identification / start-up of such organisations is a pre-requisite for extension of co-management along the South Coast of Jamaica.

8. Strengthen the capacity of both the Fisheries Department and the regional fisheries co-management bodies (in the first instance the managers and administrators of the Portland Bight Protected Area) in the collection, collation, manipulation, interpretation and use of fisheries management data, incorporating the monitoring of key stocks, the monitoring of fishing activity, and the monitoring of the economics of operation of each component of the fishery.

9. Explore ways of cost-effectively improving the organisation of fishing activities on Pedro Bank and of improving the monitoring and control of such fisheries - involving the Department of Fisheries, the Coastguard and such other bodies as may have an interest in the monitoring and control of movements on the high seas; basic management of the Pedro Bank fisheries is to be exercised through the licensing and monitoring of inputs to the fishery and the monitoring of the outputs and economic performance of fishing activities.

Figure 4.2 – Sketch map and projection showing relationship of proposed management areas to areas of coastal shelf and Pedro Bank.
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In association government, the fisheries organisations of each regional management area need to adopt the main elements of fisheries management objectives, draw up the main elements of a workable fisheries management regime, and identify the range of input and output controls that the industry should work to and the fishermen’s organisations should assist in enforcing.


Key elements of such a regime are:


Limited entry – licensing of all units of production – boats and fishers.


Recovery of at least part of the costs of management through licence fees, and user levies (landing dues, membership subscriptions, contribution to facilities management, contribution to costs of enforcement).


Technical measures – mesh sizes, closed seasons, gear restrictions, area restrictions, minimum landing sizes, etc.


Procedures for retiring units of production, and procedures for replacement of units of production – both geared to encouraging a permanent reduction in fishing effort.


Monitoring systems as a means of refining fisheries management.


Data collection as a means of informing monitoring activities.


Removal of market distortions as a means of encouraging more efficient deployment of available resources of production.


The key element in the formation of sustainable fishermen’s organisations is that they operate to standards of management and democratic procedure that command the confidence of both the community and their membership.


Part of such sustainable operation is that such organisations are capable of covering the long-run costs of operation from a range of revenue streams and using transparent and appropriate systems of management and control.


During the early formation period of such organisations the need to develop confidence in such organisations is more important than the achievement of financial sustainability and short-run financial shortfalls should be seen as a development cost.


At one and the same time subsidy should only be considered where a specific and measurable change is to be encouraged; in all other circumstances the provision of facilities should be demand driven, based on pricing structures that reflect full economic cost recovery





Resources heavily over-fished throughout the South Coast shelf and offshore banks.  


Additional pressure on the financial dimensions of fishing businesses as a means of forcing people from fishing not an option as considered unduly socially disruptive.


In the longer-term the only means of bringing about a lasting reduction in effort is the economic development of the South Coast region, allowing better and lesser able individuals to take up alternate economic activity and move out of fisheries.


The capacity of government to enforce rules and regulations within the fisheries sector is severely constrained by resources, skills, the scale of the geographic area to be covered, and the high costs of enforcement relative to the output value of the industry.


Under such circumstances the move to co-management of fisheries is the only viable short, medium and long-term approach to containing fisheries activity within sensible boundaries.


The South Coast fisheries can be divided into three or four contained geographic management areas suited to practical co-management.


Given the current configuration of the fishery, the Pedro Bank fishery can be broadly managed by input and output controls exercised through these coastal co-management regions; in the longer-term it may be necessary to consider more direct management of this offshore fishery.


The basis of co-management is the formation of structures within the fishing population capable of influencing fishers’ behaviour – fishermen’s organisations.


Getting such organisations up and running at an acceptable and productive level of operation is a complex, time-consuming and resource hungry activity, requiring the specialist long-run skills of facilitators; such facilitation needs to be adequately resourced as a development activity.
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Figure 4.1: Schematic of regional fisheries management structure for the South Coast











� EMBED OrgPlusWOPX.4  ���





Stable Management Structure of Sector





Fisheries Division





CCAM





research, stock assessment, economics, development





management, licensing, monitoring, control, enforcement





Fisheries Division





CCAM





stock assessment





management, licensing





Current Situation





Fisheries Division





CCAM





research, stock assessment, economics, development, extension





management, licensing, monitoring, control, enforcement





Early Years of Project





Pedro Bank





Portland Bight





� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








� In the Portland Bight Protected Area, CCAM has facilitated the establishment of this council with membership extended to one fishers organisation per beach community, plus representation from other interested parties – the Jamaica Cooperative Union, CCAM, two local gun clubs, the Fisheries Division, the NRCA, the Port Authority of Jamaica, the Urban Development Corporation, the JDF Coastguard, and three local representatives of the JCF.


� For the purposes of this table, the beach communities of Beacham and Knights have been allocated to the Alligator Pond region, and all incidental lobster catches have been allocated to Pedro Bank fishing
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