
 1 

                                                                                            

                                                           
 

ISSN: XXXX XXXX 
 

CRFM Technical & Advisory Document Series 
Number 2009/?? 

 
 

 
 

 
Report and proceedings of  
 
 

CANARI/CRFM/UWI-CERMES 

WORKSHOP ON REGIONAL 
FISHERFOLK ORGANISATIONS 

POLICY INFLUENCE AND PLANNING 

 
13 – 15 January 2009,  

St. Vincent and the Grenadines 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CRFM Secretariat 
Belize 
2009 

Table of Contents 



 2 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.........................................................................................................3 
1. BACKGROUND ................................................................................................................5 
2. WORKSHOP OVERVIEW AND OBJECTIVE..................................................................5 
3. PARTICIPANTS ................................................................................................................6 
4. WORKSHOP SESSIONS ...................................................................................................7 

4.1 Opening Ceremony......................................................................................................7 
4.2 Welcome, Introduction and Logistics...........................................................................7 
4.3 Review of recent meetings, projects and topics on the draft Ministerial Council Agenda
 8 

4.3.1 Co-management and participation in policy (Appendix 6)....................................8 
4.3.2 RFO-CU activities (Appendix 7)..........................................................................9 
4.3.3 Matters listed for discussion on the draft Agenda for the Ministerial Council 
(Appendix 8).......................................................................................................................9 

4.4 Development of Policy Statement..............................................................................13 
4.5 Press Conference .......................................................................................................14 
4.6 Feedback on Day 1 Activities ....................................................................................14 
4.7 Vision and Strategic Planning....................................................................................14 

4.7.1 Overview of strategic planning ..........................................................................14 
4.7.2 Overview of vision and mission .........................................................................14 
4.7.3 Development/refining of RFO vision and mission..............................................15 
4.7.4 Determining the strategic objectives and activities to achieve the vision.............17 

4.8 Reflections on Day 2 .................................................................................................20 
4.9 Organisation and Structure ........................................................................................20 
4.10 Operational Planning for 2009...................................................................................21 

4.10.1 General ..............................................................................................................21 
4.10.2 Completion of action planning worksheets.........................................................21 

4.11 Communication Strategy and Plans ...........................................................................25 
4.12 Close and Evaluation.................................................................................................26 

4.12.1 Next Steps .........................................................................................................26 
4.12.2 Oral Evaluation..................................................................................................27 
Written Evaluation ............................................................................................................27 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 3 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report documents the proceedings of a workshop held on 13-15 January 2009 in St Vincent and the 
Grenadines, which sought to: 

• provide fisherfolk leaders with  up-to-date information on fisheries initiatives in the region so as 
to encourage their active participation in advancing fisheries policy recommendations; and 

• review previous activities of the Regional Fisherfolk Organisation Coordinating Unit (RFO-CU) 
and prepare strategic and action plans, including a communication strategy and plan for the RFO-
CU. 

 
The workshop was coordinated and facilitated by Caribbean Natural Resources Institute (CANARI), 
Caribbean Regional Fisheries Mechanism (CRFM) and the Centre for Resource Management and 
Environmental Studies (CERMES), University of the West Indies (UWI).  CERMES also coordinated 
press relations.  Sponsorship of the meeting was provided by the Centre Technique de Coopération 
Agricole et Rurale (CTA) and the Commonwealth Foundation.  [Organisations arranged in alphabetical 
order.] 
 
There were 16 participants from 11 countries (Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Commonwealth of 
Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines, 
Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago) comprising members of the RFO-CU and its advisors, and a number of 
other leaders of national fisherfolk organisations. 
 
The workshop provided fisherfolk with information on and analysis of relevant fisheries policy, 
management and research initiatives in the region as a precursor to the participatory development of a 
policy statement, highlighting four main areas in which fisherfolk identified the need for policy change or 
enhancement, or an improvement in public education and awareness and stakeholder consultation: 
• Stakeholder participation; 
• Common Fisheries Policy and Regime (CFP&R); 
• Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) Fishing; and 
• Fisheries management and development. 

 
This policy statement was presented by two members of the RFO-CU to the first meeting of the CRFM 
Ministerial Council on 16 January 2009 in St Vincent and the Grenadines.  It was also distributed to the 
regional and national media, and opportunities were provided for interviews with members of the RFO-
CU.  
 
The workshop also provided the opportunity for the RFO-CU and its partners to: 
• finalise its vision and missions statements,  
• identify its strategic directions for the next five years; 
• start drafting its operational plan and communications strategy for 2009; and  
• enhance its mechanisms for networking.    

 
The mission of the RFO-CU that was adopted is: To improve the quality of life for fisherfolk and develop 
sustainable and profitable industry through networking, representation and capacity building.  
 
The vision statement that was adopted is: Primary, national and regional fisherfolk organisations with 
knowledgeable members collaborating to sustain fishing industries that are mainly owned and governed 
by fisherfolk who enjoy a good quality of life achieved through the ecosystem based management of 
fisheries resources.   
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The operational planning for 2009 focused on moving the RFO-CU forward in four of its key strategic 
objectives: 
• To play a larger role in ecosystem-based management policy formulation and execution in 

collaboration with government and other stakeholders; 
• To get members of fisherfolk organisations more knowledgeable at all levels by acknowledging weak 

points and building capacity for use within and outside the fisherfolk organisations; and  
• To effectively network the RFO, national and primary fisherfolk organisations to share information, 

support decision-making; regional participation including for resource mobilisation. 
 
The main outcomes of the meeting were: 
• Better informed RFO-CU and fisherfolk leaders;  
• Greater engagement of the RFO-CU in regional and national policy formulation;  
• Greater public and Ministerial awareness of the RFO-CU and its objectives; 
• A clearer collective sense of the RFO-CU’s long- and short-term direction; and  
• Enhanced networking within the RFO-CU and between the RFO-CU and its national partners. 
 
 
 
 



 5 

1. BACKGROUND 
The CANARI/CRFM/UWI-CERMES Workshop on Regional Fisherfolk Organization Policy Influence 
and Planning was designed to contribute to two major programmes aimed at enhancing the input of 
fisherfolk into regional policy processes: 
 

a) Institutional strengthening of the primary and national fisherfolk organisations in the 
Caribbean and the establishment of a regional network of national fisherfolk organisations.  
This initiative is coordinated by the Caribbean Regional Fisheries Mechanism (CRFM) with 
support from the Centre for Resource Management and Environmental Studies (CERMES), 
University of the West Indies (UWI). 

 
b) The Marine Fisheries Management and Coastal Zone Communities in the Commonwealth 

project co-ordinated by the Commonwealth Foundation.  This project seeks to mobilise the 
53 nations of the Commonwealth as a platform to enable an improvement in the 
management of the world’s coastal and marine fisheries and to raise awareness and 
build capacity among coastal communities. It seeks to explore and address the need 
for strengthened institutional arrangements, policies and capacities to deliver more 
effective governance of fisheries, strengthen resilience within vulnerable fisher 
communities and optimise the contribution that fisheries can make to national 
development. The project will specifically address the need for more effective trade 
and market measures, and address illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (IUU). 
This will take forward a policy-focused agenda, engaging with UN policy processes 
including at the Food and Agriculture Organization, and linking with specific policy 
work in countries relevant to the development aid programmes of Commonwealth 
donors, such as Namibia, Sierra Leone and the island nations of the Caribbean and 
Pacific. The project will report its findings to the Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting to take place in Trinidad and Tobago in November 2009. 

 

It is also expected to contribute to and draw on a number of regional research programmes focused on 
marine governance, such as the Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem and MarGov projects. 

The workshop was facilitated by Sarah McIntosh of the Caribbean Natural Resources Institute 
(CANARI), with support from Patrick McConney, CERMES and Terrence Phillips, CRFM.  Press 
relations were coordinated by Carmel Haynes, CERMES.  

Sponsorship of the meeting was provided by the Centre Technique de Coopération Agricole et Rurale 
(CTA) and the Commonwealth Foundation.   

The Fisheries Division of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries provided logistical and 
technical support through the use of its conference room and equipment. 

 

2. WORKSHOP OVERVIEW AND OBJECTIVE 
The objectives of the Workshop were to: 

• to provide fisherfolk leaders with  up-to-date information on fisheries initiatives in the region so 
as to encourage their active participation in advancing fisheries policy recommendations; and 

• to review the RFO-CU activities undertaken in the light of attainment of their goals and 
objectives, expected outputs and outcomes and prepare strategic and action plans, including a 
communication strategy and plan for the RFO-CU. 
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The expected outputs were: 
• information on and analysis of relevant fisheries policy, management and research initiatives in the 

region;  
• participatory development of a policy statement for presentation to the first meeting of the CRFM 

Ministerial Council on 16 January 2009  in St Vincent and the Grenadines;  
• dissemination of the statement to the national and regional media; 
• finalisation of the Regional Fisherfolk Organisation Coordinating Unit (RFO-CU) vision and mission; 
• participatory identification of the strategic directions on which the Regional Fisherfolk Organisation 

Coordinating Unit (RFO-CU) should focus for the next 3 years; and  
• development of a 2009 operational and communication plan and budget for the RFO-CU. 
 
The expected outcomes were: 
• better informed RFO-CU and fisherfolk leaders;  
• greater engagement of the RFO-CU in regional and national policy formulation;  
• greater public and Ministerial awareness of the RFO-CU and its objectives; 
• a clearer collective sense of the RFO-CU’s long- and short-term direction; and 
• Enhanced networking within the RFO-CU and between the RFO-CU and its national partners. 
 
The draft agenda for the workshop is attached at Appendix 1. Some changes to the order of certain 
presentations were made at the meeting to reflect perceived priorities, with these changes indicated in the 
report at the relevant sections.  
 
Box 1: Caribbean Regional Fisherfolk Organisation 
The Caribbean Regional Fisherfolk Organisation (RFO) Coordinating Unit (CU) for the 
establishment of a CARICOM Network of Fisherfolk Organisations1 (CNFO) is an interim body, 
which was set up to:  
• promote the establishment of National Fisherfolk Organisations (NFOs) in The Bahamas,    

Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia  and St. Vincent and the Grenadines;  
• develop and execute the work plan to establish the RFO as a permanent body; 
• and develop a promotional strategy and action plan to create awareness among its various 

stakeholders. The CU currently comprises 5 members from fisherfolk organisations in Antigua 
and Barbuda, Barbados, Belize, Suriname and Trinidad and Tobago, with technical support 
persons being a Fisheries Extension Officer from Saint Lucia and a Senior Cooperative Officer 
from Grenada. Representatives from the CRFM Secretariat, UWI-CERMES and IISD were 
identified as advisors.  

It is intended that the RFO should be formalised as a legal entity during 2009.  
 

3. PARTICIPANTS 
Sixteen persons, representing national and primary fisherfolk organisations and support agencies 
(Fisheries Division; Cooperative Department) from 11 CARICOM countries (Antigua and Barbuda, 
Barbados, Commonwealth of Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, St. 
Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname and Trinidad and Tobago) participated in the meeting.  A full list 
of participants and resource persons is attached at Appendix 2. 
 

                                                
1 This name was recommended at the CRFM/CTA Training Workshop on Management, Communication and 
Advocacy for Fisherfolk Organisations, St. Lucia, 22 September to 3 October 2008 and adopted at the meeting.  
Prior to that the working name was Caribbean Regional Network of National Fisherfolk Organisations (CARNUFO) 
or Regional Fisherfolk Organisation (RFO). 
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4. WORKSHOP SESSIONS 

4.1 Opening Ceremony 
The workshop was launched with a short opening ceremony (see Appendix 3 for programme and 
Appendix 4 for speeches). 
 

4.2 Welcome, Introduction and Logistics 
Although many participants knew each other, several were new to the process of RFO capacity building.  
The facilitator therefore asked participants to introduce themselves by stating either what positive change 
they hoped to see in Caribbean fisheries over the next five years or to provide a fisheries-related New 
Year resolution.  Participants were also asked to outline their expectations for the meeting.   
 
There was considerable overlap in terms of long-term goals and expectations and these are summarised in 
Boxes 2 and 3 below.  Fisheries-related resolutions included: 
• To resolve outstanding RFO issues 
• To strengthen personal livelihoods 
• To reduce piracy in the Corentyne river (Guyana) and get more licences to fish in Suriname 
• To start getting fishers into decision making. 
 
Box 2: Five-year goals 
• Coastal zones not taken from fisherfolk 
• Fishers receive a larger share of the pie  
• Empowerment of Trinidad and Tobago fisherfolk from token to real 
• Fisherfolk practice sustainable fishing throughout the region 
• Fishing is perceived as a career; fisherfolk have a better standard of living 
• Governments in the region appreciates the value of fishing to economy/more recognition from policy 

makers of contribution to livelihoods 
• RFO sits with Ministers to make regional decisions 
• Fishers and NFOs more empowered and educated 
• Fishers become more involved; don’t sit back 
• Improved fisher capacity locally and regionally, driven from bottom up 
• Implement harmonised fisheries regulations 
• Full establishment of NFO in St Lucia 
 
Box 3: Participant expectations of the workshop 
• Involvement of all in shaping policy 
• Communication tools 
• Identify common areas/consensus 
• Meet workshop objectives in full 
• Full participation and subsequent dissemination of information 
• Each group work as one with others 
• Influence national/regional governments to understand importance of fisheries 
• Regional fishers more informed 
• Disseminate/educate own stakeholders after workshop 
• To gain more insight into fisheries issues to improve own inputs 
• Commitment to implementing agreed communication strategies 
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The facilitator, Sarah McIntosh, noted that all the expectations lay within the objectives for the three days, 
with the exception of post-workshop activities (in bold italics), which participants would be responsible 
for making happen. She pointed participants to the handout on facilitation (see Appendix 5), which 
provided guidelines for facilitation, as well as a yardstick against which they could evaluate the facilitator 
and resource persons.  However, in the spirit of continuing to build RFO capacity for participatory 
planning and management, she asked participants to volunteer for the roles of morning and afternoon 
session chairs and reporters.  A third role, colloquially known as “the maco”, was identified for each day 
to act as the sounding board for compliments and complaints with regard to logistical and administrative 
arrangements. Table 1 provides the results from this exercise.  
 

Table 1: Volunteers for the roles of chairpersons, reporters and “macos”. 
Role Tues Wed Thursday 
Chair Mitchell Lay Joslyn Lee Quay Huron Vidal 
 Petronila Polius Palma Gibson Eocen Victory 
Reporter Emile Louis McMillan Medard Chester Langaigne 
 Bhawase C. Harripaul Dexter Chance Vernel  Nicholls 
Maco Parmanand Sewdien Glaston ‘Chris’ White Winston Hobson 

 
 

The facilitator then provided an overview of the workshop programme including anticipated activities and 
outputs.  It was noted that most of the remainder of Day 1 would be dedicated to preparing an RFO policy 
statement to go forward to the Ministerial Council and an associated press release.  To facilitate this 
process, a number of short background documents had been prepared (see Appendices 6-18). 
 
 

4.3 Review of recent meetings, projects and topics on the draft Ministerial Council 
Agenda 

This session comprised introductory presentations based on the background documents, followed by 
discussions designed to identify issues that might be addressed in the policy statement. 

4.3.1 Co-management and participation in policy (Appendix 6) 
This topic was introduced by RFO-CU Coordinator, Mitchell Lay.  It was noted that there is increasing 
support for participatory processes from a range of agencies.  In addition to those mentioned in the 
document, the following could offer opportunities for increased fisherfolk participation in management or 
entry points for getting fisheries issues onto the wider policy agenda: 

• National level fisheries policies often referred to Fisheries Advisory Councils or similar. 
• Elections offer an opportunity to try and influence manifestos and policies.  The livelihoods 

aspect of fisheries should be stressed in this context. 
• National development plans often stress participatory processes. 
• Donor agencies emphasis on participatory processes. 
• GCFI Fishers’ Forum, which now forms part of the formal meeting. 
 
 
 

Discussion 
It was noted, however, that there was still resistance to participation from some quarters. For example, in 
the case of Dominica, when a dispute arose over fishers from Martinique fishing in Dominican waters, 
and the National Association of Fisherfolk Cooperatives approached the Minister responsible for fisheries 
they were  initially told that all fisher matters had to be passed to the Fisheries Division in order to secure 
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his attention. In response, it was observed that when Antiguan fisherfolk had been sidelined, they had 
used escalating responses, including media involvement, to influence policy. 
 
It was pointed out that there may still be the need to make use of established  mechanisms (channelling 
messages through the fisheries authorities), as even though there was a move to more participation by 
stakeholders in the decision-making processes, the mechanisms to facilitate such participation were still 
not in place or being put in place. In addition, it was noted that there is a need for fishers to seek to 
participate in other sectoral fora which affect fisheries, such as those relating to tourism and coastal zone 
development. 
 
There was consensus among fisherfolk that they now have the confidence to participate directly in 
ministerial meetings and similar settings and to represent themselves and would continue to build their 
capacity through experience. 
 

4.3.2 RFO-CU activities (Appendix 7) 
The RFO-CU Coordinator addressed this topic by giving a brief outline of the recent activities of the 
RFO-CU.  He particularly emphasised the benefit of the Fishers Forum being part of the formal GCFI 
programme and the fact that the RFO will be seated at the next Caribbean Fisheries Forum in April or 
May 2009.  The workshop organisers indicated their intention to arrange a follow-up workshop for the 
RFO-CU shortly before the Forum with funding from the Commonwealth Foundation. 
 

4.3.3 Matters listed for discussion on the draft Agenda for the Ministerial Council (Appendix 8)  
This topic was introduced by the Programme Manager, Fisheries Management and Development, CRFM, 
Terrence Phillips, who gave the matters listed for discussion on the draft agenda as: 
 

• Common Fisheries Policy and Regime (CFP&R) 
• Draft CRFM Second Medium Term Plan 
• Draft declaration on Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing 
• Draft CRFM Operations Manual 
• Resource Mobilisation: 

i. CRFM/JICA formulation of a Master Plan on the Sustainable use of Fisheries Resources 
for Coastal Community Development in the Caribbean 

ii. EU-ACP Fish II Programme – Strengthening Fisheries Management in ACP Countries 
iii. CARICOM/Spain Technical Cooperation Project design for the Execution of a 

Diagnostic Study to Determine Poverty Levels in Fishing Communities in the 
CARICOM Region 

 
He then gave an overview of the projects identified under resource mobilisation by providing information 
on their respective objectives and expected outputs and, in the case of the CRFM/JICA Project, the 
components (pelagic resource development and management, aquaculture development policy 
formulation, regional fisheries database development, support for community-based management 
(including sedentary resource management, education and training in the component fields in the 
CARICOM States) and approach to project implementation. It was noted that the EU-ACP and JICA 
projects had been approved and were slated for start-up in 2009, while approval was being awaited for the 
Spain technical cooperation project. Participants were encouraged to learn more about these projects so 
that they could better participate in their implementation. 
 
Discussion 
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Participants pointed out that fisherfolk are mentioned as beneficiaries in these projects and as such 
ownership/buy-in should be developed from the national level. It was pointed out that fisherfolk 
organisations are often unaware of projects until they have been signed off on which implies a need to 
improve the consultative process at needs identification and design stages. Processes need to be 
developed to facilitate fisherfolk organisations’ (FFOs) inputs, with their participation in the Forum being 
viewed as providing such an opportunity. 
 
It was opined that there were lessons to be learnt in the development of a JICA/ Trinidad and Tobago 
(Tobago) fisheries project which did not go too smoothly.  
 

4.3.3.1 CRFM Second Medium Term Plan (MTP2) (Appendix 9) 
 
The Programme Manager then gave an overview of the draft CRFM Second Medium Term Plan (MTP2) 
during which he mentioned the areas covered in the MTP2, such as the approach to developing it; its 
location in the national, regional and international context; strategic framework in which the CRFM 
operates and from which the Plan is derived; main elements of MTP2 and the corresponding projects 
associated with each programme area being addressed; outline of the mechanism for delivering the Plan; 
and the financial requirements.   It was pointed out that MTP2 is an interim two-year arrangement while a 
more thorough evaluation would have to be made to review the strategy and develop a long term plan for 
CRFM.  The Programme Manager stressed the importance of FFOs influencing the fisheries authorities in 
relation to the development of the plan.  
 
Discussion 
Participants reviewed the more detailed content of each of the chapters in draft MTP2 (see Appendix 10).  
 
The following points were made during the discussions: 

• Planners need to obtain fisheries and related data from fisherfolk whose knowledge is critical to 
the social and economic aspects. 

• The assumption that chief fisheries officers present their positions to the FORUM after wide 
national consultations may not always be correct.  

• Communication linkages between fisheries authorities and policy-makers on the one hand and 
fisherfolk on the other are weak, with insufficient direct communication between fisherfolk and 
policy makers. 

• Many countries do not have approved national Fisheries Management Plans (FMPs) in place. 
• Fisherfolk need to be more familiar with and become involved in the fisheries management 

planning processes in their countries. Strong FFOs can influence or drive the consultation process 
and as such they need to be more proactive.  

• Fisheries authorities are often reluctant to release information to fisherfolk, including copies of 
the draft FMPs.  In Antigua and Barbuda, for example, it was opined that the FMP was still in 
draft because the Fisheries Advisory Committee (FAC) had not been constituted, while in 
Dominica, the FFO is being told that the CRFM Secretariat was drafting the FMP.   

• Fisherfolk need to have better knowledge of the Fisheries Acts and regulations governing 
fisheries in their countries, which would include the processes for the setting up of the FACs and 
preparation of the FMPs. 

• Monitoring and evaluating projects needs to be seen as a means of learning how to do things 
better not as something negative that might damage the organisation’s or individual’s image; and 
it should be done in a participatory manner.  

• When FFOs exert their rights, this can result in them being sidelined and marginalised by 
government, even if they purport to welcome fisherfolk participation. 

 
 



 11 

4.3.3.2 Draft Declaration on Il legal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) Fishing 
The Programme Manager made a presentation on the Draft Declaration on Illegal, Unreported and 
Unregulated (IUU) Fishing during which he mentioned the main international instruments for countries to 
implement effective fisheries management; definition of IUU fishing; effects of IUU fishing; need for 
effective monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS); approach to developing the Draft Declaration on 
IUU Fishing; the purpose for the Draft Declaration; issues relating to IUU fishing; critical issues facing 
fisheries administrations with respect to MCS; strategy for enhancing the effectiveness of MCS at the 
national and regional levels and the main elements of the strategy. The draft declaration has been 
circulated by the CARICOM Secretariat (CARISEC) to CARICOM member states but there has been no 
feedback to date. 

 
Discussion 
Participants reviewed both the background note (Appendix 11A), slide presentation (Appendix 11B) and 
the draft declaration itself (Appendix 12). 
 
It was stressed that IUU fishing in the region includes both foreign and local fishers and that the problem 
needs to be addressed at both the national and regional levels to make effective use of limited resources.  
The IUU declaration focuses mainly on encouraging compliance rather imposing sanctions.  This would 
necessitate increased emphasis at the national level on monitoring, control and surveillance, with the 
involvement of the fisherfolk in the process.  
 
The EU is introducing a requirement that imports of seafood must be IUU certified, which increases the 
urgency of getting the declaration finalised.  However, even the draft declaration sends a signal globally 
that the region takes the problem seriously and is moving to do something about it; so perhaps EU would 
see this as a commitment.   
 
Following on the general discussion, a detailed review of the draft Declaration was conducted to identify 
potential issues for the policy statement and the following points emerged:  

• Governments should seek to determine the extent to which IUU fishing by non-regional fleets 
threatens the future of regional fisheries development. 

• In SVG, the regulation to stop the sale of fish at sea for bait should be enforced. 
• Illegal fishing by non-CARICOM vessels, under-reporting catch and over-reporting catch all 

work against CRFM country interests, so the IUU declaration needs to apply non-CARICOM 
fishers and locals in an equitable manner. 

• Tighter controls on flags of convenience need to be put in place. 
• IUU should be more clearly defined in the declaration and the text should have a greater 

compliance and public education emphasis.  
• The IUU declaration does not make sufficient mention of the role of the fishing industry. 

 
At the end of the discussions, there was consensus from participants that they endorse in principle the 
IUU declaration and recommend that CRFM Member States respond to the CARISEC following full 
consultation with their fishing industries regarding the details of the declaration. 
 
This stimulated a discussion as to whether the RFO was recognised by governments in the region.  It was 
acknowledged that granting the RFO a seat at the Forum strongly suggests recognition, but that NFO 
members would also be required to play a proactive role in further advocating for this.  It was noted that 
the RFO still needed to establish its credibility through its actions.  The representative from Suriname 
gave an example of how his organisation was instrumental in gaining recognition from the government by 
the way it represented its members’ interests during the height of the fuel crisis.  

 
4.3.3.3 Common Fisheries Policy and Regime (CFP&R) 
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This topic was introduced by the Programme Manager, Fisheries Management and Development.  He 
asked for an indication of participants’ prior knowledge of the CFP&R.  Levels of knowledge varied; 
ranging from those who knew it well to people who were aware of it but lacked in-depth knowledge.  It 
was suggested that a policy recommendation could be that initiatives be taken to ensure the CFP&R 
becomes better known by FFOs. 
 
The Programme Manager informed the participants that the mandate for the elaboration of the CFP&R 
stemmed from a decision of the CARICOM Heads of Government at the February 14 – 15, 2003 meeting. 
He pointed out the consultative approach to developing the policy instrument; the contents such as the 
goal, basic principles to be followed to ensure good governance, key institutional arrangements for 
planning and decision making and administration of the regime; main issues to be resolved such as the 
Common Fisheries Zone, Management of the Zone and membership of the CFP&R, with some details 
being provided on these issues. He also mentioned the likely options for solving the issues; and the 
importance of having such an agreement on a common fisheries policy and regime for the region.   
 
Discussion 
Participants reviewed the background note (Appendix 13) and some copies of the full Draft Agreement 
(Appendix 14). 
 
During the presentation, it had been indicated that countries could adopt the agreement, but with 
reservations as there was a provision for this, which prompted participants to query whether it could then 
be considered a common policy.  It was explained that there were precedents for such approaches in 
regional and international arrangements so long as the reservations did not undermine the overall policy. 
 
It was noted that while countries were supposed to hold national consultations on the CFP&R, this did not 
occur in all cases and in those where consultations were held the approaches varied and were not always 
effective.    It was suggested that there is a need for common guidelines for national consultations and 
indicators to determine if the consultations were successful.  
 
In summary participants endorsed the idea of a CFP&R but were against the Zone (if from 12 miles) 
since most local fishers venture beyond this distance.  It was noted that the RFO policy statement should 
also emphasise the need to hold transparent national consultations.  It was mentioned that the EU-ACP 
Fish II Project is aimed at fisheries policy development and implementation so funds could potentially be 
sourced to develop the CFP&R under this initiative.  
 
The representative from Suriname suggested that a more incremental approach could be taken to 
developing a common fisheries policy, with countries building on existing bilateral agreements which 
could then form the basis for the common policy.  
 
4.3.3.4 Participant topics for discussion  
The agenda made provision for participants to raise issues which they thought had implications for policy 
and the development of a policy statement.  These included (with policy point in italics): 

 
• Inadequate design of fish aggregating devices (FADs) which resulted in tankers in Saint Lucia 

cutting off FADs that was not radar-visible.  This indicated a need for more interaction and 
education/awareness building between shipping, maritime affairs and fishing industry 
stakeholders. 

• With regards the development of a JICA/Trinidad and Tobago (Tobago) fisheries project which 
did not go too smoothly, it was suggested that similar problems are likely to arise when there is a 
common fisheries policy or RFO so the policy statement should urge governments to take the first 
essential step of legal and political recognition of the RFO. 
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• Government authorities raise many questions before agreeing to recognise FFOs and provide 

tangible assistance, so fisheries authorities should be urged to be more willing collaborators with 
FFOs. 

 
• It is unclear what is delaying the Trinidad and Tobago/Barbados agreement: RFO urges the 

governments to reach an agreement swiftly. 
 

• Based on an experience from Dominica it was suggested that governments should have a policy 
on providing facilities for FFOs to meet as part of their commitment to civil society development, 
without any Òstrings attached.Ó  

 
• Those in authority tend to look down at fishers and do not respect the FFOs, preferring to deal 

with individuals, so the contribution of fishing and fisherfolk to the economy of the region needs 
to be emphasised more strongly. 

 
• The RFO needs to build the capacity of its members to self-organise but this should be within an 

enabling policy environment.  However, members should bear in mind that over-dependence on 
government can constrain the independence of FFOs. 
 

• In Guyana, piracy in the Berbice area is seriously affecting fishers’ livelihoods so they were able 
to lobby for piracy to be made a Ônon-bailableÕ offence. They were also opposed to VAT on some 
fisheries inputs. 
 

• Improved mechanisms are needed for quality assurance and trade in seafood products. 
 

• Fisherfolk risks in terms of health issues need to be addressed, including social security. 
 
4.3.3.5 Other relevant regional initiatives  
Senior Lecturer, UWI-CERMES/Co-facilitator, Patrick McConney introduced the four topics shown 
below in which he outlined complementary initiatives taking place in the region. These provided useful 
background information for the strategic and operational planning exercise and opportunities for the RFO 
to play a role in project implementation. 

• Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem project (Appendix 15); 
• Marine Resource Governance in the Eastern Caribbean Project (MarGov) (Appendix 16); 
• Report of the symposium on marine ecosystem based management in the Caribbean (Appendix 

17); 
• Note on Laura Tabet’s research on fisherfolk organisations (Appendix 18).  

 
 

4.4 Development of Policy Statement 
The policy statement for submission to the Ministerial Council Meeting was finalised in a plenary session on 
Day 2.  The timing was dictated by the need to provide it to the CRFM Secretariat for tabling at the Meeting 
and the desire to have it circulated to the press well in advance of the meeting.  
 
The policy statement was developed, based on policy issues that had arisen in earlier sessions.  The participants 
also reviewed the Windhoek Commonwealth civil society statement on sustainable fisheries management for 
coastal communities in Southern Africa (see Appendix 19), developed at a similar Commonwealth Foundation-
funded meeting in Namibia in May 2008 to identify common areas of concern.   
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The full policy statement is attached at Appendix 20 and the press release at Appendix 21. 

4.5 Press Conference 
The policy statement was presented to the members of the print and television media.  There were two 
questions relating to lobster shortages and illegal fishing.  Copies of press coverage identified at the time 
of writing this report are attached at Appendix 22. 

4.6 Feedback on Day 1 Activities 
Before embarking on the strategic and action planning, the Day 1 reporters provided their feedback on the 
key points which had emerged from the previous day’s presentation and discussion. In their presentation, 
they noted the gap between stated policy on fisherfolk participation and the reality (token). They opined 
that there was need for genuine recognition of the RFO and NFOs by the government and regional 
agencies and their involvement in the governance structure and discussion on the regional fisheries 
policy. They also were of the view that the RFO should establish a stable headquarters with assistance 
from governments. It was noted that there is a need to accelerate resolution of bilateral disputes. 
 
The “maco” stated that participants were generally satisfied, except that several people found that the 
pace was too fast for first-timers to absorb all the information that had been presented; the constraints 
imposed by the need to finalise the policy statement and press release by mid-morning on Day 2 had 
hindered in-depth discussion; document headings could be clearer on the handouts; and side discussions 
between participants were distracting. The last was addressed by participants making one of the ground 
rules for the meeting not to engage in side discussions and to respect and listen to the speaker. 

4.7 Vision and Strategic Planning 

4.7.1 Overview of strategic planning 
This session was introduced by the co-facilitator who referred participants to the handout on strategic and 
action planning (see Appendix 23).  He explained that the remainder of the workshop would be dedicated 
to: 

• Development/finalisation of a vision for the RFO, a vision for the fisheries industry in 2010 and 
the mission; 

• Identification of strategic objectives and activities based on vision elements, and taking into 
account the need to build on current opportunities and strengths and address challenges and 
weaknesses; 

• Development of an action plan for 2009, based on a series of sub-exercises (quarterly planning; 
identification of resources, timelines and milestones; and an annual budget). 

 
Although the time available was short, the objective was to ensure that as many outputs as possible were 
produced during the workshop and that the RFO-CU felt sufficiently comfortable with the proposed 
approach to planning that it would be able to complete the final outputs shortly after the meeting. 

4.7.2 Overview of vision and mission 
The facilitator then referred participants to the handout on vision and mission (see Appendix 24) and 
identified three vision statements that might provide a basis for the development and finalisation of the 
RFO vision: 
 
CRFM vision 
The sustainable use of the fisheries and aquaculture resources in and among member states, by the 
development, management and conservation of these resources in collaboration with stakeholders to the 
benefit of the people of the Caribbean region. 
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Draft Common Fisheries Policy  
Participating States cooperating and collaborating in conservation, management and sustainable 
utilisation of the fisheries resources and related ecosystems for the welfare and wellbeing of the people of 
the Caribbean. 
 
RFO vision extracted from the draft Saint Lucia workshop report 
Our vision as Caribbean fisher folk organisations is to be the best we can be as we improve the lives of 
our members and contribute to the environment in which we function. 
 
The facilitator suggested that the RFO vision did not fully meet the criteria for an effective vision 
statement which should vividly describe the destination of the group's work together over the long-term 
and provide a guiding image of success.  She also suggested that the RFO should consider whether it 
needed a vision for the industry as a whole as well as for the organisation itself.  However, she noted that 
there were many vision elements that had emerged either from the discussions the day before or from 
those at earlier meetings, including: 
• Value of monitoring and evaluation fully understood by all stakeholders 
• Guidelines for effective regional and national consultations and participatory processes developed 
• Harmonised and coordinated project development with improved fisherfolk input into design 
• Capacity for participation of all key stakeholders enhanced 
• Sustainable financing for FFOs 
• Well-structured organisations 
• Gap bridged between intention of policy statements with regard to fisherfolk (participation, improved 

livelihoods) and reality; 
• Relationship between fisheries officers and RFO/NFOs converted to partnership with good two-way 

flow of information and shared rights and responsibilities 
• Direct representation of fisherfolk in policy and project development 
• Fisherfolk influencing policy in related sectors such as tourism and agriculture 
• Effective network of FFOs, including: 

• Sub-committees at the regional level 
• Process in place for selection of members 
• Effective communication mechanisms 

• Operating under legal framework for co-management, including 
• Surveillance and monitoring 
• Well-supported organisations (by their members) 
• Strong partnerships with individuals and organisations within and outside the industry  

 
Participants agreed with her analysis of the RFO vision statement and explained that this statement was 
just the output of one small group’s deliberations at the Saint Lucia workshop.  There had not been time 
to reach consensus on the vision at that workshop as the focus had been on the mission.   
 
The facilitator then introduced to those participants who were not present at the Saint Lucia workshop the 
RFO mission statement that had been developed there: 
 
To improve the quality of life for fisherfolk and develop sustainable and profitable industry through 
networking, representation and capacity building.  

4.7.3 Development/refining of RFO vision and mission 
Participants were then divided randomly into three small groups to work on the vision and mission 
exercise outlined in the handout attached at Appendix 25.  Groups had about an hour to work on the 
exercise and then reported back to a plenary session.   



 16 

 
Before reporting, participants were asked how they had found the process of working in small groups and 
there was a general consensus that small groups facilitate a different approach to problem solving, with 
greater potential for everyone to have a voice in a short space of time. 
 
No group had had time to address all three questions but there was a general consensus that the mission 
did not need any changes.  The suggested vision statements from the groups were: 
 
 
Group 1 
Our vision as Caribbean fisherfolk organisations is to have educated members with a good quality of life 
using all available resources in improving the livelihood and contributing in a positive and sustainable 
way to the environment in which we function. 
 
Group 2 
Ecosystem based management of fisheries resources of the region, contributing positively to the national 
economies and improving the quality of life of stakeholders as well as the conservation of resources for 
future generations. 
 
Group 3 
Primary, national and regional fisherfolk organisations collaborating meaningfully to sustain fishing 
industries that are mainly owned and governed by fisherfolk whose quality of life will remain high 
through the responsible development, management and conservation of fisheries resources in 
collaboration with govt and other stakeholders. 
 
Group 3 also noted that their vision statement encompassed the following values: collaboration; 
ownership; independency; unified; quality of life; sustainable use/management; and conservation. 
 
Discussion 
 
The following points were made during the discussions following each group’s presentation: 
• Group 1’s focus on ‘educated members’ triggered a discussion on the whole concept of “education” 

(normally taken to mean formal education) in relation to fisherfolk and the roles and values attached 
by Caribbean societies to formal and informal learning.  It was noted that traditional and practical 
knowledge is often under-valued in comparison with academic learning which may have little 
relevance for a fisher.  However, some participants disagreed, noting that basic literacy and numeracy 
were needed to optimise livelihood opportunities. 

 
• Much of Group 2’s discussion had revolved around the use of the term “ecosystem-based 

management (EBM)”, which was new to several group members, who were more familiar with the 
concept of “co-management”.  However, it was agreed that EBM encompasses co-management as it 
is an integrated approach to management that considers the entire ecosystem, including humans. 

 
• Fisherfolk were learning about visions and missions through practice. 
 
• Fisherfolk needed to develop life skills for their own good. 
 
• Relevant knowledge and skills were needed.   
 
The co-facilitator then suggested that these three statements were complementary and provided the basis 
for a single statement that would eliminate the need for separate RFO and industry vision.  He suggested 
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the statement below (see Box 4) and, following discussion, there was consensus that this should become 
the RFO vision, subject to the buy-in of absent RFO-CU members and the organisations they represent.  
 
Box 4 
RFO vision for 2010 
Primary, national and regional fisherfolk organisations with knowledgeable members collaborating to 
sustain fishing industries that are mainly owned and governed by fisherfolk who enjoy a good quality of 
life achieved through the ecosystem based management of fisheries resources.  

 
Based on this statement, the co-facilitator noted the following vision elements: 
1. Knowledgeable FFO members at all three levels 
2. Collaboration of FFOs at and among all three levels 
3. Fisherfolk beneficial ownership of fishing industries  
4. Fisherfolk empowered in fisheries governance 
5. Good quality of life for fisherfolk 
6. Institutionalise EBM of fisheries resources. 
 

4.7.4 Determining the strategic objectives and activities to achieve the vision 
 
Participants were then asked to brainstorm the key strategic objectives and activities that would take the 
RFO from where it is now to its vision for 2010.   This produced a list of 10 objectives/actions which 
participants then ranked, using a system where each participant individually listed his or her three top 
preferences.  This resulted in the following ranked list.  
 

Box 5 
Strategic objectives/activities 

Prioritisation 
By voting 

1. To play a larger role in EBM policy formulation and execution in 
collaboration with government and other stakeholders  

11 

2. Educate (get knowledgeable) members of FFOs; get members to 
acknowledge weak points 

7 

3. Get funding [mobilise resources] also from agencies other than government 5 
4. Networking: linking PFOs / NFOs sharing information [collaboration 

among FFOs; support decision-making; regional participation] 
5 

5. Acquisition and dissemination of information; collecting database 
information; 

4 

6. Build relevant fisherfolk capacity, externally and within organisation 4 
7. Improve earning ability from fishing and other livelihood opportunities 3 
8. Lobby, communicate, advocate 2 
9. Constant evaluation and monitoring [of progress towards vision at all 3 

levels, including adjusting, adaptive management]  
2 

10. [Local] community involvement 0 
 
 
The facilitator then introduced the small group exercise (see Appendix 26) in which groups would work 
with the three top strategic priorities to identify: 

• the external positive trends (opportunities) and RFO strengths on which they could build and that 
would contribute to effective implementation; 

• the external negative trends (challenges) and RFO weaknesses that might need to be addressed in 
order to achieve the strategic objective; and 
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• the financial and other resources and capacity building that would be needed to achieve the 
strategic objectives. 

 
Following discussion, there was some re-crafting of the objectives and for the purpose of the subsequent 
small group exercise, it was agreed that Items 3 and 4 could be combined.  Participants then selected the 
group in which they would most like to work, with a few ‘floaters’ (people who were happy to work in 
any group) being allocated to achieve balance.  This resulted in the following: 
 
Group 1 
To play a larger role in EBM policy formulation and execution in collaboration with government 
and other stakeholders 
Parmanand Sewdien (moved to Group 3 for 2nd part of exercise), Vernel Nicholls, Mitchell Lay, 
Joslyn Lee Quay, Eocen Victory. 
  
Group 2  
Networking RFO/NFOs / PFOs to share information, support decision-making; regional 
participation including for resource mobilisation 
McMillan Medard, Bahawse Harripaul, Palma Gibson, Petronila Polius, Glaston ‘Chris’ White. 
 
Group 3 
Get members of FFOs knowledgeable at all levels by acknowledging weak points and building 
capacity for use internally and outside FFO   
Winston Hobson, Emile Louis, Chester Langaigne, Huron Vidal, Jennifer Cruickshank, Dexter 
Chance, plus Parmanand Sewdien for the second part. 
 
As a result of time constraints and the desire to complete this exercise on day 2, groups only spent about 
45 minutes working on the exercise, which meant that none of them had completed the full exercise, 
although all had had an opportunity to review the positive trends/opportunities/strengths and the 
challenges/weaknesses.  The results are shown below: 
 
GROUP 1:  To play a larger role in EBM policy formulation and execution in collaboration with 
government and other stakeholders 
 
STRENGTHS/OPPORTUNITIES 
• Evolving environment towards good governance/stakeholders participation. 
• Fisherfolk are now being recognised by other partners and as such they are willing to provide 

funding. Invited to participate in workshops. 
• Recognition of the Caribbean Sea as a Special Area. 
• CRFM provides a means of influencing policies 
• Major projects like CLME, CRFM/JICA Master Plan Development, etc., addressing stakeholders’ 

participation. 
• Developing a cadre of fisherfolk leaders.  
• Skills. 
 
WEAKNESSES 
• Fisheries not in the main stream. 
• Communication, advocacy 
• Inadequate capacity in fisherfolk organizations 
• Insufficient awareness of the importance/value of fisheries 
• Geographical separation of the countries involved. 
• Inadequate capacity in leadership/negotiating skills 
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GROUP 2 Networking RFO/NFOs / PFOs to share information, support decision-making; regional 
participation including for resource mobilisation 
 
STRENGTHS 
• Better equipped and trained fisherfolk; Local 

literacy programmes. 
• Committed individuals; young fishers training. 
• Strong leadership (informed) (RFO, NFO, 

PFO) 
• Current initiatives in building capacity. 
• Governmental support and incentives in the 

fishing industry. 
• Availability and accessibility of funds/data. 
• Improved technology; boats, computers, etc. 

WEAKNESSES 
• Resistance to change. 
• Educational level (low) 
• Meeting attendance (low) 
• Unavailability of meeting place 

• Fishers not involved in decision making (main 
stream) 

 
TRAINING/CAPACITY BUILDING NEEDS 
• Literacy 
• Safety at sea 
• Hygiene 
• Quality control 
• Computer literacy 

 
RESORUCES (HUMAN) NEEDED 
• Fisheries Officers 
• NFO representatives (?) 
• Trained educators 
• Marine Police and Coastguards 

 
 
GROUP 3: Get members of FFOs knowledgeable at al l levels by acknowledging weak points and 
building capacity for use internally and outside FFO   
 
POSITIVE TRENDS/[STRENGTHS] 
• Increasing availability of grant funding from non-governmental sources opens the way for ‘no-strings’ 

start up and operating financing of RFOs, NFOs and PFOs 
• Emergence of a core of capable leaders from within FFOs 

 
 

NEGATIVE TRENDS/[WEAKNESSES] 
• Opposition/resistance to change by some policy makers and public servants 
• Induced low self esteem of fisherfolk resulting in self doubt and “in-fighting” 
• Not yet at full membership 
 
HUMAN RESOURCES 
Articulate, committed, honest, team-conscious, fearless, experienced leaders of FFOs 
 
TRAINING/CAPACITY BUILDING NEEDS 
• Computer Literacy 
• Business and organisation management 
 
OFFICE COST, EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS ETC. 
• Usual 
 
ESTIMATED COST OVER 3 YEARS 
US $1,000,000.00 
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4.8 Reflections on Day 2 
The reports on Day 2 highlighted the value of: 

• having completed a vision statement that would set the stage for the way ahead and communicate 
to others what the RFO is all about; 

• having developed a policy statement which would contribute to the RFO’s views being taken 
seriously; 

• working in small groups and teams in order to achieve more in a short space of time. 
 
One participant expressed concern that the media had not posed more questions about the policy 
statement and seemed concerned instead about issues of poaching between countries.  This stimulated a 
more general discussion about communication and media relations, with the point being made that the 
media are primarily looking for material that will help to sell newspapers/TV advertising time, so press 
releases need to be written with that in mind. 
 
The “maco” noted the excellent levels of participation throughout Day but noted participants’ regret that 
they were not getting any typical Vincy food, such as black fish and provision, for lunch.  
 

4.9 Organisation and Structure 
The background to the development of the RFO-CU at an earlier capacity building workshop was 
outlined for participants who had not taken part in previous workshops.  The RFO-CU coordinator stated 
that the RFO-CU would like to co-opt a couple of people from the workshop to assist in implementing the 
programme of activities.  The following persons expressed a willingness to serve: 

• Huron Vidal 
• Dexter Chance 
• Winston Hobson 
• McMillan Medard 
• Glaston “Chris” White 

 
The facilitator then outlined some of the advantages and disadvantages/challenges of moving to a more 
formal structure.  She noted that becoming a legal entity: 

• would be essential to access some forms of funding; 
• increases the organisation’s credibility with donors, members and other potential supporters; 
• forces the directors to consider certain important aspects of governance (e.g. how records will be 

kept, how they will account for monies received and spent, how the board or committee will be 
elected). 

 
The challenges would relate mainly to the fact that the RFO is regional organisation, but it appears as 
though it is not currently possible to be registered as a regional legal entity.  Therefore, if the organisation 
were registered in a single country and hold a bank account there, complications might arise when the 
board changed and the chair and treasurer were in another country. 
 
The consensus was that it was important to register the organisation legally and set up a bank account, 
with either Saint Lucia or Belize being the most likely location.  The organisation would probably be 
structured either as a cooperative or a non-profit company.  This was carried forward as an action for 
inclusion in the operational planning. 
 
The co-facilitator then recalled the various different types of network structures and related trade-offs (see 
Appendix 27).  Subsequent discussions indicated that the current network appeared to be something of a 
hybrid, so RFO members were urged to give this further consideration as the RFO moves towards 
adopting a more formal structure. 
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4.10 Operational Planning for 2009 

4.10.1 General  
The co-facilitator introduced the three worksheets he had developed (see Appendices 28-30) for 
operational planning for 2009.  It was noted that although there would not be enough time to complete all 
of these during the workshop, the templates could guide the RFO in its completion of the operational plan 
for 2009.  It was agreed that the focus for the rest of the meeting would be on starting the action planning 
worksheet. Members of the RFO-CU would then continue to work on the operational plan and annual 
budget with a view to making significant progress before the next meeting (see Section 4.12.1). It was 
suggested that funds could be sought for a small group to meet and finalise the plan or that it could be 
done at the proposed pre-Forum meeting. 
 

4.10.2 Completion of action planning worksheets 
Participants then returned to their groups and started the process of completing the action planning 
worksheets for their selected focal area.  The groups then reported back on their suggestions as shown in 
Table 2, 3 and 4 overleaf.  There was broad consensus on the activities selected but agreement that they 
needed to be refined, particularly in terms of cost and identification of resource persons who could 
support the implementation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


