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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Socio-economic Monitoring by Caribbean Challenge MPA Managers 

Socio-economic monitoring for coastal management in the Caribbean (SocMon Caribbean) is a globally 

networked, regionally adapted, practical methodology of socio-economic monitoring for coastal 

management (Bunce et al. 2000, Bunce and Pomeroy 2003). Consultation with representatives of the 

MPA community associated with the Caribbean Challenge Initiative1 indicated the need for capacity 

building in socio-economic monitoring for the development of an effective regional system of MPAs. 

This need for MPA capacity building in socio-economic assessment and monitoring has also been 

identified in various training needs and capacity assessments (Parsram 2007,Gombos et al. 2011). The 

Caribbean Challenge Initiative and regional training in SocMon provide a major opportunity for uptake 

of SocMon for achieving improved MPA management capacity and therefore conservation of coastal 

resources. With strengthened capacity for management through socio-economic monitoring, MPA 

managers, authorities and field staffs will also increase their capacity for adaptive management through 

learning-by-doing. 

In September 2011, the Centre for Resource Management and Environmental Studies (CERMES) at the 

University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus began to implement a project to increase capacity for 

effective MPA management among Caribbean Challenge (CC) countries through the use of social and 

economic monitoring data in MPA decision-making at eight MPA sites in three CC countries (Figure 1): 

Caribbean Challenge project country MPA project sites 

Grenada  
 

Molinière/Beauséjour MPA (MBMPA) 
Woburn/Clarke’s Court Bay MPA (WCCBMPA) 
Sandy Island/Oyster Bed MPA (SIOBMPA) 

St. Vincent and the Grenadines South Coast Marine Conservation Area (SCMCA) 
Tobago Cays Marine Park (TCMP) 

St. Lucia Pointe Sable Environmental Protection Area (PSEPA) 
Soufriere Marine Management Area (SMMA) 
Pitons Management Area (PMA) 

 

The project was funded by a NOAA Coral Reef Conservation Grant from the National Fish and Wildlife 

Foundation (NFWF) – USD 63,186. See the summary proposal in Appendix 1. Originally one year in 

duration (September 2011 to 31 August 2012), the project benefited from a no-cost extension to 

February 2013. 

The purpose of this final technical report is to bring closure to the project by briefly summarizing what 

was attempted, what was achieved, some of the challenges and what lessons were learned. These topics 

are all addressed in greater detail in the other project reports created as outputs throughout 

                                                             
1 (http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/caribbean/caribbean-challenge.xml) 
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implementation. Frequent reference is made to them. They can be found on the CERMES website 

(www.cavehill.uwi.edu/cermes) and the SocMon website (www.socmon.org). 

 

Figure 1 Study site locations 

2 GOAL AND OBJECTIVES 

The goal of this project was to build capacity for improved and effective MPA management among 

Caribbean Challenge countries by promoting the use of social and economic data in MPA management. 

The specific objectives were: 

1. Training approximately 40 MPA managers/staff, from three Caribbean Challenge countries, in 
the practical use of SocMon Caribbean methods via three country-specific workshops 

2. Initiation of eight site assessment and monitoring programs for coastal management in each of 
the countries receiving the training via a small grant of USD 2,500 

3. Documentation of training and monitoring initiation processes, to make them available to a 
worldwide audience and CERMES communications for replication, with improvement, in future 
rounds of SocMon activity  

4. Submission of compatible data to the Reef Base Socio-Economic global database and CaMPAM 
database  
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3 METHODS 

The project used the Global Socio-economic Monitoring Initiative for Coastal Management (SocMon) 

methodology set out in the Global Coral Reef Monitoring Network (GCRMN) Socio-economic Manual for 

Coral Reef Management by Bunce et. al. (2000) and the Socio-economic Monitoring Guidelines for 

Coastal Managers in the Caribbean (SocMon Caribbean) by Bunce and Pomeroy (2003). 

3.1 Site selection 

The intention of the original project proposal was to build capacity for socio-economic monitoring at all 

eight countries at the time associated with the Caribbean Challenge Initiative with initiation of eight site 

assessments or monitoring programmes. However due to funding constraints, the geographic scope of 

the project was amended and reduced to three countries (Grenada, St. Vincent and the Grenadines and 

St. Lucia), but retaining the original number of site assessment and monitoring programs in order to 

build critical mass in small countries. The scope of work was amended to implementation of three 5-day 

country-specific SocMon Caribbean training workshops in each of the three targeted countries instead 

of one 7-day regional workshop as originally proposed. The reason for implementing the shorter 

country-specific workshops as opposed to the extended regional workshop was based on past successes 

with shorter training workshops and Caribbean working culture. The amendment was approved in 

August 2011 (see NFWF Interim Programmatic Report).  

The choice of study site locations for the project was based on expressions of interest received in the 

pre-proposal phase; past CERMES experience with, and partnerships developed, in each of the countries 

selected; as well as for cost-effectiveness. The project was announced across the region by distribution 

of a one-page promotional flyer to fisheries and MPA stakeholders at various CERMES MPA projects 

meetings (Appendix 2). 

3.2 Workshop preparation: Site preparation and local workshop organization 

Participating MPA authorities, selected as site monitoring partners at all sites, were given ownership of 

the project at this stage of preparation for in-country five-day training workshops. In preparation for the 

training workshops, CERMES requested information on the following: 

 Preferred workshop dates  

 Names and contact information of five nominees from each participating MPA. Selection of 

stakeholders to receive SocMon training was left entirely up to the discretion of the MPA 

authorities within some general guidelines. CERMES indicated that the training was aimed at 

MPA managers and field staff. Any other suitable persons could be nominated to make up the 

required number of participants, i.e.  persons from organizations considered to be close 

‘partners’ and who MPA authourities would rely upon to assist or advise the monitoring, 

decision-making or adaptive management.  

 Advice on Ministries that should be informed about the implementation of the project and 

participation by the relevant MPAs. 
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 Suggestions on an appropriate local demonstration study site to be used during training. Input 

regarding logistical challenges or risk of unnecessary duplication was required. Each 

demonstration site would be used also as a project site (i.e. SCMCA, WCCB and PSEPA). 

 Suggestions on a suitable venue for hosting the training workshop. Easy access to the 

demonstration site was given as a criterion for selection. 

Once workshop training dates, local workshop organizers and SocMon lead individual contacts were 

confirmed and identified for all sites, local workshop organizers distributed project announcement 

letters to key government ministries and local organizations; as well as training workshop press releases 

and media invitations provided by CERMES (Appendix 3). Workshop organizers distributed the draft 

workshop agenda, outline and project announcement provided by CERMES to workshop participants. 

Each local organizer was asked to acquire quotes for accommodation, catering, rental fees etc. for 

SocMon training workshops and was asked to submit them to CERMES for processing and disbursement 

of funds for further site-specific logistical preparations. The aim was to further contribute to ownership 

by the partners. 

Each site monitoring partner provided a preliminary site description of the demonstration study area 

chosen for training. This site-specific information was incorporated into the training workshop 

presentations and discussions (Pena and Blackman 2011; Pena and Blackman 2012a; Pena and Blackman 

2012b). 

3.3 Workshop preparation: Training material preparation 

Slide presentations providing an overview of this project and detailed training information on the 

SocMon Caribbean methodology were revised and/or prepared. Workshop packages were prepared for 

participants at each site comprising inter alia, the Caribbean Challenge SocMon project announcement; 

workshop outline and agenda; hard and electronic copies of primary course books; handouts of the 

project overview slide show, relevant demonstration study site slide shows, generic SocMon slide show, 

survey question examples, coding and data tables, SocMon case studies slide shows; preparatory 

activities and site monitoring plan worksheets; and workshop evaluation form. All workshop training 

materials were uploaded to the project webpage on the CERMES website 

(http://www.cavehill.uwi.edu/cermes/cc_socmon.html). 

CERMES encouraged workshop organizers to supply secondary sources of data (such as maps, planning 

documents, research documents of interest to the area, censuses etc.) relevant to study areas for use 

during the workshop. 

3.4 Training workshops 

Three in-country, practically oriented five-day SocMon methodology training workshops were held at 

the sites during the period October 2011 – February 2012. Both the project manager and assistant 

SocMon trainer, Ms. Katherine Blackman, delivered the training. Dr. Patrick McConney, Technical 

Advisor to the project, joined in the St. Lucia training (Pena and Blackman 2011; Pena and Blackman 

2012a; Pena and Blackman 2012b). During the workshop, participants were divided into at least two 
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groups for practical work on the demonstration site. Participants were required to present the results of 

their demonstration site SocMon using PowerPoint presentations at the end of the workshop. 

At the end of the workshop, participants were asked to nominate persons from among themselves to 

comprise a SocMon team of about five to seven individuals. These persons would be involved in the 

SocMon assessment for their study area.  

Throughout the workshop, participants were encouraged to record video of the process using Flip video 

recorders. The SocMon trainers took additional video throughout the workshop.  

3.5 Site monitoring  and reporting 

On conclusion of the training workshops, 40% (US$ 1,000) of US$ 2,500 small grant funds were 

disbursed during the period February to October 2012 to the relevant organizations responsible for 

financial administration of the project in each of three SocMon sites for implementation of the site 

monitoring plan. The first tranche of the sub-grants was disbursed upon approval by CERMES of site 

monitoring plans. Transfers of remaining sub-grants funds were made during the period October 2012 

and January 2013. Final tranches were disbursed on receipt of interim progress and financial reports 

from each site. 

All sites were provided with the opportunity to design and draft their preferred data collection 

instruments. CERMES provided considerable technical advice and assistance in the drafting and 

finalization of household surveys and key informant interviews. SocMon teams were provided with 

guidance documents to assist with the development of these instruments. 

The fieldwork component of site monitoring was organized and conducted by SocMon teams.  At some 

sites, SocMon teams required additional fieldwork assistance provided by local individuals, and in one 

instance (SCMCA, St. Vincent), by CERMES. During the site monitoring, assessment of project progress 

and site requirements was made via e-communication between Maria Pena and each SocMon team 

leader. Site visits to assist with data analysis, reporting, validation preparation and to attend validation 

meetings were made by Maria Pena and Katherine Blackman in October 2012 and from January to 

February 2013. Each site was required to submit a final monitoring report. Reports were submitted to 

the project manager for review (Cazaubon et al. 2013; Daniel 2013; Harvey 2013; Harvey et al. 2013; 

Jeffrey et al. 2013; Lockhart et al. 2013; Pascal et al. 2013). 

3.6 Information sharing and validation 

Project information was shared from implementation of the project via project announcement at 

CERMES project meetings in the region, e-newsletters (CERMES and SocMonitor) and the CaMPAM 

listserv. The CERMES Connections is a bi-monthly electronic bulletin about interdisciplinary research, 

teaching and outreach at the Centre for Resource Management and Environmental Studies at the 

University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, Barbados. It has a wide readership. The SocMonitor is a 

quarterly e-bulletin about the Global Socio-economic Monitoring Initiative. The newsletter is produced 

jointly by CERMES and NOAA’s Coral Reef Conservation Program to share information on socio-

economic monitoring conducted globally through the SocMon/SEM-Pasifika initiatives. 
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Web pages to support the project were prepared and were updated throughout the duration of the 

project for the CERMES website (http://www.cavehill.uwi.edu/cermes/cc_socmon.html). Site 

monitoring plans were shared with all sites via the project webpages to keep sites informed about the 

type of SocMon studies being conducted at each MPA as well as to encourage some sites to proceed 

with their plans for monitoring in a similar way to other sites.  

Project promotion and updates were provided in regional CERMES project meetings on MPAs 

throughout the duration of the project, as well as at regional and international fora including the 64th 

and 65th  Gulf and Caribbean and Fisheries Institute (GCFI) in 2011 and 2012, respectively, and at the 

International Ocean Institute (IOI), Dalhousie University, Nova Scotia, Canada.  

All sites were encouraged to provide feedback to stakeholders and all other persons who took part in 

the SocMon site projects through validation meetings. Validation occurred after the data analysis phase 

and before final report production. 

3.7 Evaluation of the Caribbean Challenge SocMon project  

Caribbean Challenge SocMon teams were asked to complete an evaluation survey to provide CERMES 

with feedback on site experiences with the project and suggestions for improving future SocMon 

projects (Appendix 4). Surveys were emailed to SocMon team members for completion once final site 

monitoring reports were submitted. Only SocMon team members who had been engaged in the entire 

SocMon process were asked to complete the survey. 

4 RESULTS 

4.1 Site selection 

Sites responded well to the pre-proposal with letters of interest received from Fisheries Divisions and 

departments of all proposed project countries and some of the individual MPAs. Participants responded 

well to the detailed information requests, and this allowed the CERMES team to design a successful 

project proposal as well as efficiently design project stages subsequent to project approval. 

Inclusion of multiple MPA sites per country ensured greater uptake, higher impact and equitable 

coverage of SocMon training and assessment/monitoring. There is now the potential for the 

development of local and even transboundary SocMon networks (in the case of Grenada and St. Vincent 

and the Grenadines).  

4.2 Workshop preparation: Site preparation and local workshop organization 

In-country workshop organization and support was commendable. The provision by CERMES of the draft 

workshop agenda and advice was effective in acquiring timely responses from each project site during 

the planning process. Email communication during this stage was also effective although phone 

conversations with SocMon workshop organizers were necessary at times for confirmation of details. 

Workshop organizers satisfactorily identified workshop participants for targetted stakeholder 

involvement in training. Stakeholder representatives from government departments and NGO and 

community organizations and key residents participated in the training workshops. 
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4.3 Training workshops 

The three in-country SocMon training workshops were successfully conducted with 32 MPA 

stakeholders trained in SocMon methodology. This is just below the project objective of training aimed 

at approximately 40 MPA management stakeholders (Pena and Blackman 2011; Pena and Blackman 

2012a and b). Although the aim was to train five people from each participating MPA and their closest 

partners, some MPAs were unable to spare additional MPA staff for the duration of the training due to 

capacity needed for MPA operation during the absence of those staff attending the workshop. 

Additionally, some invited partners were unable to attend due to other commitments. 

The study area field trip, SocMon preparatory activities and site monitoring plan worksheets 

components of training were particularly useful to participants. The field trip allowed participants to 

view the study area from a socio-economic perspective providing them with the opportunity to identify 

social, economic, environmental, cultural and political issues relevant to the area.  

The thorough SocMon preparatory activities worksheets demonstrated the necessary components and 

information required for the development of monitoring plans for each study area. Such information 

included – goals and objectives for monitoring; stakeholder identification based on the relevant study 

area activity or issue of relevance; locations of these stakeholders and key informants; identification of 

the SocMon leader and team for site monitoring; methods of data collection and means of visually 

presenting the data according to monitoring objectives; work plan schedule; critical research resources 

required; monitoring budget based on US$2,500 grant; and key SocMon variables and identification of 

relevant secondary sources of information chosen according to the monitoring objectives to be focused 

on in questionnaires. Participants were better able to understand the process of socio-economic 

monitoring with these hands-on exercises and made comments to the effect to the trainers.  

While working through the preparatory activities worksheets for the demonstration site, groups were 

encouraged to share information such as goals and objectives for monitoring with the rest of the 

workshop participants for peer review.  

Group presentations based on the demonstration study site were quite well done (Appendix 5) and 

provided participants with the experience of presenting site results using Power Point presentations. 

The drafting of a feasible site monitoring plan for each of the MPAs involved in the project was 

scheduled during the training workshop, however, complete drafting of this plan was not accomplished 

for any of the sites. Planning for site monitoring continued subsequent to the workshop and was 

conducted by each SocMon team with assistance from CERMES. All sites experienced delays in drafting 

the site monitoring plan due to numerous reasons including inability of the team to meet due to prior 

work commitments (across all sites), loss of team members due to job changes (PSEPA and PMA, St. 

Lucia) etc. 

In general workshop training was well received by participants at all project sites. The workshop 

evaluation survey provided at the end of each workshop was completed by the majority of workshop 

participants. The majority of participants at each site either “strongly agreed” or “agreed” that: 

 The workshop goal had been achieved. 

 The first objective of the workshop, introduction to SocMon Caribbean methods, had been achieved. 
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 The workshop was well organised and facilitated. 

 They would recommend a similar workshop to colleagues. 

 Their abilities as a MPA professionals or stakeholders had been improved as a result of the workshop. 

 They enjoyed participating in the workshop (Pena and Blackman 2011; Pena and Blackman 2012 a 
and b) 

Across all sites, participant responses regarding things most liked about the workshop included: 

 The methodology for presentation, materials used and their quality. 

 Openness, networking, sharing and simplicity. 

 The field trip component of the training and willingness of facilitators to assist. 

 The data collection and analysis components including preparation of the questionnaire. 

 Practical approach to learning-by-doing; group work activities gave the opportunity to share ideas 

 Good organization of the workshop; fully participatory; easily understood at level. 

 Catering (breaks and lunches) during the workshop. 

 The working relationship/interaction among participants and, between the facilitators and 
participants. 

 The knowledge and helpfulness of the facilitators during the training process.   

 The small group setting. 

 The diverse group of participants. 

 The training materials provided. 

 The interview session and video clips (Pena and Blackman 2011; Pena and Blackman 2012 a and b). 

Things least liked about the workshops included: 

 The workshop pace; not enough time allocated for this workshop. 

 The location of the workshop (commuting). 

 Brevity of field trip visits; it limited interaction with interviewees, site, etc.. 

 Poor attendance by persons who were invited. 

 The location of the workshop (commuting). 

 The daily workshop duration (8:30 am to 5:00pm) was a little too long (Pena and Blackman 2011; 

Pena and Blackman 2012 a and b). 

Recommended changes to the workshops included: 

 More time in the field and a longer period for the workshop. 

 Shorter workshop period: 3-day workshop. 

 Greater participation; participation of additional key stakeholders. 

 Paarticipation of more countries in the project  to learn from each other (Pena and Blackman 2011; 

Pena and Blackman 2012 a and b). 

Site-specific training workshop reports were completed within two weeks subsequent to the workshops 

and circulated to all workshop participants by email (Pena and Blackman 2011, Pena and Blackman 

2012a and b). All workshop reports were uploaded to the CERMES website. 

Short videos have been produced by Katherine Blackman from video clips taken by participants and 

workshop facilitators. The videos serve to record the SocMon process for each site and are available on 
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the project webpage on the CERMES website. This is the first time the SocMon process has been 

recorded in the region. 

4.4 Site monitoring and reporting 

Seven site assessment/monitoring programmes2 were initiated across the three Caribbean Challenge 

countries. The MPA site assessments and monitoring were varied and focused on differing socio-

economic aspects of MPAs (Table 1). See Appendix 6 for listing of goals and objectives by site. 

Table 1 Site monitoring goals by MPA 

CC country MPA SocMon site monitoring goals 

Grenada Molinière/Beauséjour Determining current and potential alternative livelihood 
options and opportunities for MPA communities 

Woburn/Clarke’s Court Bay Identifying perceptions of changes and impacts that will 
accompany the introduction of management planning 

Sandy Island/Oyster Bed Collecting data on impacts, attitudes and perceptions 
trends of communities within and surrounding MPAs 

St. Vincent South Coast Marine Conservation 
Area 

Collecting socio-economic data to inform management 
planning 

Tobago Cays Marine Park Developing core indicators to assist with decision-making 
and effective management of MPAs 

St. Lucia PSEPA Determining MPA awareness 

SMMA/PMA Collecting data to guide strategies to mitigate the 
impacts of planned development on MPAs 

Progress towards initiating site monitoring was reasonable overall but the field work component was 

delayed considerably at sites inspite of continuous follow-up from CERMES. This was especially so for 

the South Coast Marine Conservation Area in St. Vincent and the Sandy Island/Oyster Bed marine 

protected area in Carriacou. With respect to the South Coast Marine Conservation Area, the SocMon 

team was awaiting the appointment of a consultant to be engaged in the development of a 

management plan for the area which was expected to occur December 2011. The intention was for the 

team to be guided by the consultant regarding the type of socio-economic data required for 

incorporation in and development of the management plan for the marine park (the SCMCA will be 

upgraded to marine park status). However, there were numerous delays in the selection process of the 

consultant as well as other delays associated with the management planning project in general. At the 

SIOBMPA, scheduling issues among the SocMon team, work commitments and preparations for the 

appointment of a MPA manager contributed to the slow start. 

Across all sites, competing regional projects, prior work commitments and delayed disbursement of sub-

grant funds from the University of the West Indies resulted in late initiation of site monitoring. With 

respect to the latter, although requests for disbursement of grant tranches had been made immediately 

to the UWI Bursary by the project manager upon receipt of Letters of Agreement for the project 

                                                             

2 The SMMA and PMA undertook a joint SocMon study since at that time, several similar socio-economic issues 

were coming to the fore with implications for both the SMMA and the PMA. 
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between CERMES and each MPA site (for disbursement of first tranche) and interim progress and 

financial reports (for disbursement of final tranche), lengthy delays in wire transfers were experienced 

and either resulted in further delays in site monitoring initiation or impeded project progress. 

Disbursement of sub-grant tranches (from request to actual transfer) to initiate site monitoring took on 

average 24 days, despite regular follow-up from CERMES. Disbursement of final tranches of the sub-

grant improved, taking on average 5 days. 

Despite encouragement from CERMES for fieldwork to be completed by mid-2012, sites were unable to 

meet this deadline. By June 2012, most sites had either not yet initiated monitoring or initiation was 

slow, despite the availability of technical assistance from CERMES. At this stage, none of the sites had 

indicated any need for assistance in initiating monitoring. CERMES applied in June 2012 to NFWF for a 

no-cost extension to the project and received it in the same month. CERMES then gave all project sites a 

deadline of the end of September 2012 to complete monitoring and reporting. By this time, even though 

site monitoring had been progressing steadily at most sites – MBMPA, WCCBMPA, TCMP, PSEPA and 

SMMA/PSEPA. Drafting of site reports had not yet started. The sites mentioned previously were in a 

good position however to present preliminary results at the 65th GCFI in Santa Marta, Colombia in 

November 2012.  

Preferred methods for data collection were key informant interviews and household surveys. The SMMA 

and PMA were the only sites that made use of a focus group discussion to collect socio-economic 

information (Cazaubon et al. 2013; Daniel 2013; Harvey 2013; Harvey et al. 2013; Jeffrey et al. 2013; 

Lockhart et al. 2013; Pascal et al. 2013). See Table 2. 

Table 2 Methods of data collection by site 

MPA site Data collection 

 KI interview HH survey Focus group 

MBMPA    

WCCBMPA    

SIOBMPA    

SCMCA    

TCMP    

PSEPA    

SMMA/PMA    

Generally, all of the sites encountered some problems with designing questions for their key informant 

interviews and surveys relevant to their monitoring objectives and required technical assistance from 

CERMES. The tendency was for questionnaires to be long with the inclusion at times of irrelevant 

questions although this issue had been addressed during training and follow-up advice.  

A total of 57 variables were chosen for assessment among the sites, 24 key informant variables and 33 

survey variables. Of these, 14 new key informant variables and 15 survey variables were developed. 

Revision of two original SocMon Caribbean key informant variables and five survey variables was 

recommended for collecting and measuring some of data required for the studies. Twelve key informant 

variables and 18 survey variables were shared among sites. Six newly developed variables were 

applicable as both key informant and survey variables and were used to collect similar data (Appendix 

7).  
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Following the format used to present the SocMon variables in the SocMon Caribbean guidelines (Bunce 

et al. 2003), the development of new SocMon variables involved defining the variables by name, 

developing descriptions of the variable and how to collect the data, providing an explanation of how to 

analyze the data and discussion of how the information could be useful to MPA managers. For revision 

of original variables, variable names were not changed but instead descriptions, methods of data 

collection, explanations for data analysis and importance of the data to managers were modified. It is 

hoped that in the future the detailed information on the complete set of these variables (revised and 

newly designed) will be made available for sharing and uptake via the SocMon website 

(www.socmon.org), CERMES website (http://cavehill.uwi.edu/cermes) and or possibly as an addendum 

to the current SocMon Caribbean guidelines as MPA-specific SocMon Caribbean variables. 

The project manager and assistant SocMon trainer had to make site visits to the SMMA/PMA, MBMPA, 

WCCBMPA and SCMCA in the latter part of October 2012 and in January and February 2013 to assist 

with data entry and analysis. The SCMCA required considerable assistance from CERMES during the data 

collection and data analysis phase. A former CERMES graduate student assisted the team with 

conducting household surveys for the site and data entry, while the assistant SocMon trainer analysed 

the data and prepared the team for validation of results.   

Reporting was difficult for some sites such as the WCCBMPA and MBMPA, but this may be due to 

attrition of SocMon teams. Delays were experienced with submission of reports, regardless  of 

numerous contact made by the project manager via email. In some cases the burden of report 

production fell upon one person. Assimilation and analysis of site results was weak at some sites and 

CERMES guidance was required. However, in the end, MPA authorities all produced reasonable to high-

quality monitoring outputs.   

4.5 Information sharing and validation 

CERMES used group and individual e-communication to share project information among SocMon teams 

and determine status of SocMon research at the sites. Communication via phone with SocMon team 

leaders was also used by CERMES. SocMon teams tended to prefer direct communication with the 

project manager. In general, feedback from project sites was good and timely. However, at times, the 

ability to respond, and sometimes take action, depended upon the MPA authorities’ level of attention to 

other matters. 

The project information was shared at CERMES MPA project meetings in the region in 2011 and 2012. 

The project was announced and an update of activities was provided at the 64th Gulf and Caribbean 

Fisheries Institute, Puerto Morelos, Mexico, 31 October - 4 November, 2011. Maria Pena was an invited 

participant at the regional update meeting of the UNEP-CEP project – Regional support for the 

Caribbean Challenge Initiative: Networking, consolidation and regional coordination of MPA 

management, hosted by the Caribbean Marine Protected Areas Management (CaMPAM) Network and 

Forum.  At this meeting Caribbean Challenge SocMon project information was shared with 13 Caribbean 

Challenge representatives and 16 UNEP-CEP project partners and related participants. 

Caribbean Challenge project information was further shared with 17 participants of the 2012 Training 

Programme on Ocean Governance: Policy, Law and Management, hosted by International Ocean 
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Institute (IOI), Dalhousie University, Nova Scotia, Canada. Maria Pena conducted a half-day workshop 

session on Socio-economic Monitoring for Coastal Managers (SocMon) in which participants were 

introduced to the purpose and benefits of SocMon, the methodology, the implementation of SocMon 

globally, SocMon Caribbean projects and use of SocMon outputs inter alia. The training programme,  

16 May-13 July 2012, attracted a wide and varied group of professionals from the Caribbean, Asia, Africa 

and Northern Europe. 

The Caribbean Challenge SocMon project received wide coverage at the 65th Gulf and Caribbean 

Fisheries Institute (GCFI), 5-9 November 2012, Santa Marta, Colombia. Five oral presentations on 

preliminary site results were made during the MPA Science and Management session (CERMES 2013). 

Papers to be included in GCFI proceedings: 

 Pena, M., P. McConney and K. Blackman. In press. Common socio-economic monitoring 

indicators for Caribbean Challenge MPAs 

 Cazaubon, N., A. Dominique, M. Pena and K. Blackman. In press. Using socio-economic data to 

inform strategies to mitigate impacts of planned development within the Pitons Management 

Area (PMA) and Soufriere Marine Management Area (SMMA), St. Lucia  

 Harvey, O., K. Williams and A. Nanton. In press. Developing a core set of indicators for decision-

making and adaptive management at the Tobago Cays Marine Park, St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines. 

 Jeffrey, C., F. Gibbs, S. Antoine, M. Mitchell, R. Baldeo, K. Blackman and M. Pena. In press. 

Assessing the feasibility of alternative livelihood options for communities surrounding the 

Molinière-Beauséjour Marine Protected Area, Grenada 

 Pascal, S., M. Pena and K. Blackman. In press. Perceptions of changes and impacts accompanying 

the introduction of management planning to the Woburn/Clarke’s Court Bay MPA, Grenada 

Ms. Nadia Cazaubon (St. Lucia) and Mr. Coddington Jeffrey (Grenada) were able to present preliminary 

SocMon findings for their respective sites since they participated in a specially sponsored side session, at 

the final UNEP-CEP project meeting, Regional support for the Caribbean Challenge Initiative: 

Networking, consolidation and regional coordination of MPA management, at the GCFI meeting hosted 

by CaMPAM. Ms. Shawnaly Pascal (Grenada) was able to present preliminary results of the WCCBMPA 

SocMon due to sponsorship received from The Nature Conservancy. Mr. Olando Harvey was unable to 

attend the GCFI due to a lack of funding but site results were presented by Maria Pena. 

Validation meetings were held at all sites, except the WCCBMPA, after the primary data collected were 

analysed. These meetings were held in the communities in which the monitoring was conducted to gain 

feedback on the results obtained. Participant attendance was fairly high with on average 15 persons 

attending. Data collection was accurate as participants agreed with the information collected. Maria 

Pena and Katherine Blackman made site visits prior to validation meetings to assist with preparation and 

attended validation meetings hosted by the MBMPA, SIOBMPA, SCMCA and the TCMP in January and 

February 2013. They were unable to attend validation meetings hosted by the SMMA/PMA and PSEPA 

due to scheduling conflicts and work commitments. Validation of results at the PSEPA was unsuccessful. 

A meeting had been scheduled and advertised but no one attended. This was attributed to the culture 
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of the area where people generally do not attend such meetings in the community. The WCCBMPA was 

unable to plan a validation meeting within the project period. 

Compatible data will be submitted to the Reef Base Socio-Economic global database at 

www.socmon.org as well as the CaMPAM database. Further sharing of Caribbean Challenge SocMon 

project data may be possible through a recent inter-disciplinary research initiative to compile, integrate, 

and analyze governance, biophysical, and social data from MPAs globally.  This initiative is being led by 

the Socio-environmental Synthesis Centre (SESYNC) project, SESYNC project 3 on Exploring relationships 

between marine resource governance, ecological conditions and human well-being in the Greater 

Caribbean. Methods and approaches for this work are being piloted in the Greater Caribbean. CERMES is 

collaborating on this project and will share relevant SocMon Caribbean data with SYSNC. 

Training and the SocMon process has been documented in the preparation of training materials, three 

country-specific training workshop reports, seven site monitoring reports, two workshop videos3, online 

photo gallery, a compendium of GCFI papers and oral presentations and a final technical project report. 

These resources are either available or will be available on the CERMES website upon submission of 

project outputs to NFWF. Some documents will also be uploaded to the SocMon website 

(www.socmon.org) for further sharing. 

4.6 Evaluation of the Caribbean Challenge SocMon project 

Nine SocMon team members across the seven sites completed the survey – three from the SCMCA, and 

one each from the TCMP, MBMPA, WCCBMPA, SIOBMPA, PSEPA and SMMA/PMA. 

Just over half of the respondents (56%) rated the length of the SocMon training workshop as being just 

the right length whereas 44% thought it was too long. Of those who thought it was too long, half 

thought it should be seven days and the other half believe it should be 10 days to two weeks in duration 

(Figure 2). 

                                                             
3 Throughout the SocMon training workshops, participants were encouraged to record video of the process using 

Flip video recorders. The SocMon trainers took additional video throughout the workshop. Originally three videos 

of SocMon training, one per country workshop, were to be produced. Unfortunately, all video clips from the 

Grenada SocMon training workshop were lost. 
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Figure 2 Rating of the length of the workshop 

The majority of respondents (67%) thought that the content of the training workshop sufficiently 

prepared them to implement SocMon at their sites. Reasons for this included: 

 The training provided a step-by-step pathway to the various activities involved in the SocMon 

process. Indeed, the fact that the SCMCA SocMon Team was able to generate six new survey 

and five new key informant variables to collect data and information on respondents’ 

knowledge, attitude and skills, perceived resource conditions, threats, governance and type of 

community livelihoods, etc shows a relatively high level of uptake of the training provided and 

of the SocMon methodology. 

 The practical sessions were most helpful for easy realization of the actual exercise/process and 

the additional materials were relevant to our context. 

 The knowledge gained by working along with other entities and the presentations made have 

made us aware of the various problems which can develop if certain things are not in place.  

 Through the training, I understood the approach to take as well as the methodology to employ 

when conducting my SocMon study. 

 The workshop provides all components to execute an entire round of monitoring including 

hands-on experience in doing the scoping exercise, data collection, analysis and presentation of 

results. 

Of the 33% of SocMon team members who felt workshop content did not sufficiently prepare them to 

implement SocMon at their sites, reasons provided for this included: 

 Since the time was short there was some rushing to complete the agenda at a point when we 

needed to practice data analysis and coding. 

 I was absent on the day that data analysis was covered so required assistance from CERMES to 

code the data and develop the tables. 

 The workshop should include an administrative component e.g. financing, planning and 

organizing. There should also be a short introductory training of others [who are recruited to the 

SocMon team but were not part of the training]. 
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All of SocMon team members surveyed thought that the delivery and reinforcement of the training 

workshop content using slide shows, group discussion, field trips and group work were effective means 

of content delivery. 

Development of the site monitoring plan and data collection were the only components of the SocMon 

process that respondents rated as being particularly difficult (high rating). It should however be noted 

that a small proportion of respondents provided this rating. Data analysis and reporting were rated by 

the majority of respondents as having medium difficulty 80% and 62%, respectively. The majority of 

respondents thought that data collection (75%), survey and key informant interview design (63%) and 

development of the site monitoring plan (57%) were not difficult (Figure 3). 

For  the one individual who found the development of the site monitoring plan quite difficult, the 

challenge encountered was that “it took some time to internalize this planning process because it was 

new to me.” The fact that “persons were not always forthcoming but rather reluctant when it came to 

answering questions” was the challenge noted by the individual who thought this component of the 

SocMon process was very difficult. 

 

Figure 3 Difficulty of major SocMon components 

All SocMon team members thought that the goals and objectives for assessment/monitoring at their 

sites was achieved. 

CERMES technical assistance provided throughout the project was rated as very good and good by 78% 

and 22% of those persons surveyed. 

The top three ways in which SocMon team members suggested that CERMES could improve support to 

sites during future SocMon projects were regularly scheduled Skype meetings with SocMon teams 

(89%); two to three-day site visits during planning for site initiation, data collection, analysis and 

reporting (67%); and more peer support, i.e. encouraging SocMon teams to communicate more with 

each other (67%). See Figure 4. Only one individual recommended an additional way by which CERMES 

support could be improved in the future – “earlier disbursement of funds. Funds should be based on the 

type  of project undertaken and [should be] within a specific range.” 
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Figure 4 Ways in which CERMES support can be improved in future SocMon projects 

The top two suggested means by which CERMES can ensure improvements and capacity building in the 

efficient production of site monitoring plans are by utilizing a series of Skype meetings during drafting 

(100%) and one to two-day CERMES site visits for drafting assistance (67%). Equal proportions of 

persons (67%) thought that two to three-day site visits by CERMES subsequent to data collection for 

provision of assistance and the use of basic linked spreadsheets that automatically generate charts 

would be ways in which data analysis could be made more efficient and by which capacity could be 

increased. Most persons thought that both the provision of a report template (78%) and organization of 

a two to three-day writeshop with the SocMon team would improve production of site monitoring 

reports. 

 

Figure 5 Ways in which CERMES could improve and build capacity in developing site monitoring plans 
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SocMon team members provided a number of things they liked most about the Caribbean Challenge 

SocMon project. These are listed below: 

 Participating in the training; learning the stages of the SocMon process (site monitoring plan 

development; collecting the data and preparing for and facilitating the validation meeting which 

allows an insight into the community dynamics; assisting in report preparation; and serving as 

team leader [which provided the] opportunity to network with and identify key stakeholders. 

 The involvement in the data collection provided the opportunity to gain useful information 

which would positively influence the execution of work at my level. 

 This project provided the bottom-up approach and gave communities the opportunity to help 

shape the way forward for the SCMCA planning. 

 It addresses a serious challenge within the main “tourist belt” of St. Vincent which any 

government should not treat lightly, given the importance of tourism to the economy and the 

environment for quality living. 

 Working with a team which comprises members from several agencies brought some new 

insights and made the process more productive.  

 It is very important for the development of my country 
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 It was good for my personal development 

 It is very applicable to many other research projects 

 The sharing of ideas 

 Enhancement of management skills  

 Preparing the survey and collaborating with a consultant to train enumerators 

 Participation and interest generated during/after the focus group discussion 

 Working with Maria and Katie!! 

 Presenting preliminary results at 65th GCFI 

 The data collected that were relevant to MPA management 

 This project was used as promotion for the MPA. Created much awareness. 

 The enormous support and assistance given by the CERMES staff 

 The training workshop 

 The budget was sufficient to accomplish the tasks 

 Experience in conducting and analysing of data 

The things people liked least about the project included: 

 Limited support from Heads of Departments (HODs) of the various participating agencies in the 

SCMCA SocMon 

 The undue delays in getting the team to plan and accomplish the various tasks within set 

timelines 

 Our inability to achieve the 100-mark [sample population size] for [the] household survey  

 We had difficulty for the team to meet more regularly for project completion in a timely 

manner. 

 The late release of the funds created some limitations for the execution of some components of 

the project; pre-proposal funding should be made available; the monies seem inadequate for 

the magnitude and importance of the project; lateness of funds made it impossible to complete 

the scheduled validation meetings 

 It took too long. 

 Short period of workshop 

 Data entry (the survey was too detailed and had too many open-ended questions) 

 The time-frame was too limited 

 Not enough help with conducting the interviews, lack of resource persons. The time frame for 

collecting the funds to complete the project was too lengthy and frustrating. 

All SocMon team members indicated numerous ways in which the socio-information collected at their 

sites will be used. See Table 3 for narratives of their responses. 
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Table 3 Thoughts on ways in which SocMon information collected at sites will be used 

MPA  Use of SocMon data 

MB To further intensify our public awareness program by developing and implementing a 
communication plan 

WCCB It will be very beneficial to the site since there are four key stakeholders in the area - 
fishermen, marinas, yachting and business communities – all of which are dependent on 
each other to varying degrees. Therefore the information collected will be used as a 
guide to improve the services, assess needs to see what other services are needed and 
ways of providing them. The information will also help authorities and key decision 
makers determine threats, problems and possible solutions to issues such as garbage 
disposal, pollution, etc. which were identified as major concerns in the area 

SIOB The information collected will be used to direct management actions at the site level. For 
example, the results indicated that a significant percentage of the community is not fully 
aware of the goals and objectives of the MPA, this is something that we need to address. 

SCMCA Several projects have been earmarked for implementation in the SCMCA. Chief among 
the projects/programmes is the upgrade of the SCMCA to a marine park. This seminal 
SocMon report [site monitoring report] would provide critical information to aid the 
design, planning, operation and management of the new park. For instance, the study 
shows that the communities are very concerned about land-based and other sources of 
pollution, and hence, have recommended that priority focus be placed on improving the 
environmental quality of the park. 
 
For the South Coast Marine Conservation Area planning. 
 
Monitoring of change in the use of the area. 

TCMP It will be used in conjunction with our strategic plan to help improve and develop the 
management structure of the Park. 

PSEPA The socio-economic information collected at my site (PSEPA) can be used to inform policy 
for environmental protection of the area. It can also be used to make a case for the need 
for environmental education for the communities within the PSEPA. 

SMMA/PMA The agencies responsible for managing the two protected areas will now have good data 
on the perception of residents on the usage of the PMA and SMMA. The consultants 
conducting the Limits of Acceptable Change study on the PMA which will be presented to 
the World Heritage Commission can reference the report in their study. 

 

4.7 Project outcomes and products 

4.7.1 Outcomes 

The expected project outcomes are outlined in Table 4. Most of the Caribbean Challenge SocMon 

project outcomes deliberately have a long-term focus that can be addressed beyond the life of the 

project and as such it is not possible to comment on their achievement here. Where the outcomes may 

be beyond the life of the project, suggestions for their realization are provided.  

The immediate capacity of eight MPAs across three Caribbean Challenge countries has been increased 

(Outcome 1a) by training provided to 32 MPA professionals and stakeholders. This increased capacity is  
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just under what was expected to be achieved during the project. Although the aim was to train five 

people from each participating MPA and their closest partners, some MPAs were unable to spare 

additional MPA staff for the duration of the training due to limited MPA staff and demands on this staff 

complement. Additionally, some invited partners were unable to attend due to other commitments. 

Evaluations of the training workshop (n = 30) and overall project (n = 9) were all favourable and 

complimentary (Outcome 1b). The overall value of this metric at grant completion was just under 

expectation but the outcome should still be considered as quite successful since a large number of MPA 

professionals and partners took part in training and limitations in training participation was not 

expected (Outcome 1). In the long-term, it is expected that capacity in socio-economic monitoring 

among Caribbean Challenge MPAs will be further increased with a significant proportion of Caribbean 

Challenge MPA managers trained in SocMon methodology.  

At this stage, it is still difficult to determine whether Outcome 2 – the  incorporation of SocMon MPA 

monitoring and research frameworks/programs in Caribbean Challenge countries will be fully achieved. 

Socio-economic monitoring needs to be incorporated into such frameworks and programs since most 

MPAs in the region, focus on ecological monitoring. Seven site assessment/monitoring programmes 

have been initiated in this project (one less than originally expected due to the joint project of the 

SMMA and PMA). This joint SMMA/PMA project however, did not in any way detract from expected 

outputs but instead resulted in more efficient use of project resources and collection of data. Therefore 

this outcome at grant completion can be viewed as successful. All sites indicate that socio-economic 

monitoring should be sustained given the needs and current social and economic conditions at their 

MPAs, therefore it is quite possible that this outcome will be fully achieved in the long-term provided 

funding and other resources are available. 

The opportunity exists for the information collected in the project to be used for improving  capacity or 

built knowledge for MPA decision-making among Caribbean Challenge countries (Outcomes 3a and 3b), 

especially in participating project countries. While all sites indicate that the socio-economic data 

collected during the project will be used to adapt management in certain areas, specific activities have 

not been identified or determined. Perhaps this was a weakness of this project. Provision of funding for 

implementing adaptive management activities at sites should probably have been made to encourage 

use of the socio-economic data in improving management in a tangible manner. Follow-up is required to 

determine the number of sites that have used the information collected during this project to adapt 

management as well as the scope of activities for adaptive management.  

Through this project the promotion of SocMon has been increased among the three participating 

Caribbean Challenge countries. The three participating project countries and sites expressed an interest 

in receiving training in SocMon during the pre-proposal phase and as such were beneficiaries of SocMon 

training. It is hoped that in the future, all Caribbean Challenge countries will benefit from similar 

training. For this outcome (Outcome 4) to be fully realized in the long-term further promotion among 

other Caribbean Challenge countries will be necessary. This outcome was successfully achieved during 

the project. Linking this promotion with  with small grants programs such as the CaMPAM Small Grant 

Program will aid the increased uptake of SocMon among Caribbean Challenge countries (Outcome 6a).  
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Outcome 5 is another outcome that may be achieved in the long-term. While there were no direct 

requests during the Caribbean Challenge project for SocMon information as project inputs, the socio-

economic information collected at the Woburn/Clarke’s Court Bay MPA in Grenada, South Coast Marine 

Conservation Area in St. Vincent, the Soufriere Marine Management Area and Pitons Management Area 

in St. Lucia will be beneficial inputs into continued management planning, management plan 

development and acceptable limits of physical development, respectively, at these sites. 

Outcome 6a has not yet been realized but is hoped that by using Caribbean Challenge SocMon project 

successes as leverage, CaMPAM  and international donors would agree to award small grants to 

proposals focusing on or including some component of socio-economic monitoring (at least one small 

grant per year) with the SocMon Caribbean methodology used as the preferred monitoring method. It 

should be noted that CaMPAM has been very supportive of this project since through UNEP-CEP it has 

been involved in a project associated with the Caribbean Challenge Initiative, “Regional support for the 

Caribbean Challenge initiative: Networking, consolidation and regional coordination of MPA 

management." As such Maria Pena was invited to participate in two meetings hosted by CaMPAM (in 

2011 and 2012) relevant to this UNEP-CEP project where she shared information about the  Caribbean 

Challenge SocMon project. 

During the project, the 65th GCFI held in 2012 was used as a means of increasing uptake of SocMon 

among Caribbean Challenge countries (Outcome 6b). During the MPA Science and Management session, 

preliminary results from a few project sites were shared with a regional and international audience. 

While it was not a special SocMon session, the number of oral presentations given was sufficient to peak 

interest in the methodology and project. At this 2012 meeting, the inaugural Socio-economic Café was 

launched as a result of the need to have a forum for sharing talks that could not be accommodated in 

the socio-economic session category due to limited space . The idea behind the café was to have an 

informal gathering of GCFI’s socio-economic session leaders and contributors who would chat with GCFI 

members about a preferred main topic chosen by participants for about 10 minutes. The café was well 

received and would be another forum where SocMon success stories could be shared. At least one 

SocMon session every three years would be a good way of increasing upake of SocMon in the Caribbean 

region. This may be an opportunity for the NOAA Coral Reef Conservation Program to further support 

SocMon by sponsoring these regular sessions. 

Table 4 Anticipated Caribbean Challenge SocMon project outcomes 

Outcome(s) Metric Baseline 
value 

Value at 
grant 
completion 

Long term 
goal value 

Year long 
term value 
anticipated 

1a. Increased capacity for 
socio-economic 
monitoring among 
Caribbean Challenge 
MPAs 

# of Caribbean 
Challenge MPA 
managers 
trained in 
SocMon 

0 40 Greater than 
40, significant 
proportion of 
Caribbean 
Challenge 
MPA 
managers 
trained 

2015-2020 
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Outcome(s) Metric Baseline 
value 

Value at 
grant 
completion 

Long term 
goal value 

Year long 
term value 
anticipated 

1b. Increased capacity for 
socio-economic 
monitoring among 
Caribbean Challenge 
MPAs 

# of 
complimentary 
evaluations 

0 40 40 2012 

2. Incorporation of 
SocMon in Caribbean 
Challenge MPA 
monitoring and 
research 
frameworks/programs 

# of sustained 
socio-economic 
monitoring 
programs 

0 8 8, at least one 
sustained 
monitoring 
program per 
Caribbean 
Challenge 
country  

2015-2020 

3a. Improved 
capacity/built 
knowledge for MPA 
decision-making 
among Caribbean 
Challenge countries 

# of adaptive 
management 
activities 

0 TBD 3 (at least one 
per 
participating 
project 
country) 

2015 

3b. Improved 
capacity/built 
knowledge for MPA 
decision-making 
among Caribbean 
Challenge countries 

Scope of 
adaptive 
management 
activities 

0 TBD TBD 2015 

4. Increased promotion 
of SocMon among 
Caribbean Challenge 
countries 

# of requests 
for SocMon 
training 

3 
Caribbean 
Challenge 
countries, 
many 
past 
request 

3 
(participating 
Caribbean 
Challenge 
countries) 

8 (all 
Caribbean 
Challenge 
countries) 

2015 

5. Increased number of 
MPA projects and 
external  initiatives 
that utilize socio-
economic information  

# of requests 
for SocMon 
monitoring 
information as 
project inputs 

0 TBD TBD TBD 

6a. Increased uptake of 
SocMon among 
Caribbean Challenge 
countries 

# of CaMPAM 
SocMon Small 
Grants 

0 TBD 1, at least one 
per year 

TBD 

6b. Increased uptake of 
SocMon among 
Caribbean Challenge 
countries 

GCFI special 
sessions 
marketing 
SocMon 
success stories 
and outputs  

0 TBD 1 session 
every three 
years 

TBD 

TBD – to be determined 
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4.7.2 Project products 

The products of this project have been variously mentioned in previous sections but are listed below for 

completion. 

1. Three site-specific workshop training reports (Pena and Blackman 201; Pena and Blackman 2012 

a and b) 

2. Seven site monitoring reports (Cazaubon et al. 2013; Daniel 2013; Harvey 2013; Harvey et al. 

2013; Jeffrey et al. 2013; Lockhart et al. 2013; Pascal et al. 2013) 

3. One final technical report (Pena et al. 2013) 

4. Five oral presentations and conference papers (CERMES 2013): 

o Pena, M., P. McConney and K. Blackman. In press. Common socio-economic monitoring 

indicators for Caribbean Challenge MPAs 

o Cazaubon, N., A. Dominique, M. Pena and K. Blackman. In press. Using socio-economic 

data to inform strategies to mitigate impacts of planned development within the Pitons 

Management Area (PMA) and Soufriere Marine Management Area (SMMA), St. Lucia  

o Harvey, O., K. Williams and A. Nanton. In press. Developing a core set of indicators for 

decision-making and adaptive management at the Tobago Cays Marine Park, St. Vincent 

and the Grenadines. 

o Jeffrey, C., F. Gibbs, S. Antoine, M. Mitchell, R. Baldeo, K. Blackman and M. Pena. In 

press. Assessing the feasibility of alternative livelihood options for communities 

surrounding the Molinière-Beauséjour Marine Protected Area, Grenada 

o Pascal, S., M. Pena and K. Blackman. In press. Perceptions of changes and impacts 

accompanying the introduction of management planning to the Woburn/Clarke’s Court 

Bay MPA, Grenada 

5. Two training videos recorded during SocMon training in St. Vincent and St. Lucia. 

 

5 CONCLUSION 

Careful preparation and the cultivation of partner relationships were key ingredients to the successful 

start of the project. Critical in this was respect by CERMES for the situation of under-capacity and over-

work faced by many MPA authorities and their SocMon team members. The planning process had to 

proceed at the pace appropriate to the partners rather than one set by the project management agency. 

It was also important to try to fully understand the circumstances of the monitoring site, and the level of 

priority likely to be accorded to the SocMon initiative by all of the invited participants. 

The quality of data collected among sites was fairly good and in most cases is baseline data on which 

future monitoring may be based. In general sites could have made more use of secondary data collected 

to corroborate primary data. This was an overall weakness at all project sites. Collection and use of 

secondary data therefore needs significant emphasis in future SocMon training workshops. 

Feedback from project sites was generally good. Initiation of monitoring experienced significant delays 

in most sites in spite of follow-up from CERMES after training had concluded. Understandably prior 
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commitments of partners impacted the progress of the project and significant delays encountered at the 

South Coast Marine Conservation Area resulted in site visits by the project manager and assistant 

SocMon trainer. Unfortunately site monitoring initiation was hindered due to significant delays in 

transfer of sub-grant funds from the UWI. Despite continuous follow-up from the project manager, 

disbursement of project funds was slow. In future SocMon projects, an alternative method of 

transferring funds, for example, by accountable advance, may have to be utilized to ensure efficient 

project management. 

Recommendations provided in the workshop and project evaluations will be taken into account by 

CERMES in future rounds of SocMon initiatives. An extended field trip period seems to be necessary for 

efficient assimilation of SocMon methodology and field techniques. A half-day session each on data 

coding and analysis, key informant interview and survey design, as well as report production may also be 

necessary to improve these components of SocMon projects. Either a slightly longer workshop period or 

a series of site visits may be  necessary to accommodate this. Webinars could also be incorporated to 

reinforce SocMon components. However, demonstration of techniques for example for data analysis are 

best accomplished by face-to-face interaction. Alternatively, due to the significant delays in initiation of 

site monitoring and reporting, the process of future SocMon projects may have to be examined and 

revised. SocMon workshops may now have to be conducted for extended periods of time of up to two 

weeks as is presently being practised in the Pacific region. This will ensure that the initiation of 

monitoring and data analysis will be conducted and completed with onsite assistance from the project 

manager. This method is intense and requires full commitment from participants. Intense SocMon 

workshops and monitoring will expedite data collection and analysis, resulting in timely reporting. Any 

of the changes to current training and technical guidance in SocMon will result in increased project 

costs. Therefore reduced geographic scope of SocMon projects or increased funding allocated by donors 

may be necessary to provide more “bang for buck.” 

Due to similarity in variables chosen, questions asked and sampling designs that include similar 

stakeholders among the Caribbean Challenge MPA sites, there are a number of variables that can be 

potentially qualitatively and quantitatively compared. The opportunity therefore exists for building a 

sub-regional socio-economic picture of Caribbean Challenge MPAs and regional MPAs in general (Pena 

et al. In press). 

Generally, goals and objectives for monitoring vary according to site and as such drive the selection of 

variables for the SocMon process. However based on the “popularity” of specific variables identified in 

this project, the potential exists for development of a core set of variables or indicators that can be 

rapidly monitored in future rounds of SocMon by each site in addition to other goals and objectives. A 

standardized key informant interview and survey could be developed for rapid SocMon assessment or 

monitoring using the most popular variables as a base. Sustained monitoring using this core set of 

variables will provide valuable data for determination of trends, changes, and MPA management 

effectiveness within and among sites. All of these can be used to inform and adapt MPA management 

(Pena et al. In press). 
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With the inclusion of eight MPA sites in this project, there is potential for the development of local, sub-

regional and even transboundary Caribbean Challenge SocMon networks for enhanced capacity in socio-

economic monitoring. The latter is especially probable with the establishment in January 2011 of the 

Grenadines Network of Protected Areas comprising the Sandy Island/Oyster Bed MPA, 

Moliniére/Beausèjour MPA and Tobago Cays Marine Park. Even if informal in nature, these networks will 

enable collaboration among sites for promoting the incorporation of SocMon in MPA monitoring and 

research frameworks. The sites that participated in this project now have good SocMon expertise that 

they can collectively use in future monitoring. 
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Appendix 2: Promotional project flyer 
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Appendix 3: Sample workshop press release and invitation letter 
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Appendix 4: Project evaluation survey 
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Appendix 5: Group workshop presentations  
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Appendix 6: Goals and objectives for socio-economic assessment/monitoring by MPA 

 

Country MPA Goals and objectives  

Grenada Molinière/Beauséjour 
MPA  

Goal: 
To assess the feasibility of alternative livelihood options for the communities surrounding the 
Molinière/Beauséjour Marine protected Area ((MBMPA). 
 
Objectives: 

1. To assess how the MPA impacts livelihoods of the communities in the area. 
2. To strengthen community participation in MPA management and MPA.ownership 

based on examining potential linkages between resource protection and livelihoods. 
3. To identify the socio-economic conditions that will enable alternative livelihood 

options: tourism and its related development. 
Woburn/Clarke’s 
Court Bay MPA 

Goal: 
To determine the changes and impacts, particularly those related to yachting,  that accompany 
the introduction of management planning to the WCCB MPA 
 
Objectives: 

1. To determine what changes in the WCCB area are perceived by the major 
stakeholder groups due to the introduction of management. 

2. To determine whether changes are perceived as positive or negative, equitable or 

not, from a socio-economic perspective. 
3. To determine the direct and indirect impacts of the yachting sector to WCCB and 

identifysocio-economic benefits of Marinas. 

4. To integrate socio-economic monitoring indicators into the evaluation of management 

effectiveness during management planning. 
Sandy Island/Oyster 
Bed MPA 

Goal: 
To determine impacts, and attitudes and perceptions trends of the Sandy Island/Oyster Bed 
Marine Protected Area (SIOBMPA), on persons living and working in communities adjacent to the 
MPA. 
 
Objectives: 

1. To obtain MPA stakeholder feedback on the MPA management process, impacts and 
effectiveness of management activities within the protected area before and after the 

establishment of the MPA. 
2. To determine the current conditions of the coastal and marine resources. 
3. To identify the specific uses of the MPA and its resources by households within the 

adjacent communities. 
St. Vincent and 
the Grenadines 

Tobago Cays Marine 
Park 

Goal: 
To develop a core set of socio-economic indicators to assist with decision-making and the 
effective adaptive management of the TCMP. 
 
Objectives: 

1. To determine stakeholder perceptions of changes in the conditions of the marine 
resources since the re-launch of the TCMP in 2006. 

2. To determine the level of stakeholder participation and satisfaction in the 
management of the TCMP since the re-launch of the TCMP in 2006. 

3. To determine the perceptions of stakeholders on the level of enforcement, 

compliance and protection (security) within the TCMP since the re-launch of the 

TCMP in 2006. 
 South Coast Marine 

Conservation Area 
Goal: 
To collect socio-economic data to inform management planning of the South Coast Marine 
Conservation Area 
 
Objectives: 

1. To identify a core set of socio-economic indicators for assessing change in resource 

conditions and patterns of use over the next 3-5 years. 
2. To identify a range of socio-economic uses/use patterns in the SCMCA. 
3. To determine stakeholders awareness, attitudes and perceptions of the coastal and 

marine resources in the SCMCA. 
4. To measure the impact of management arrangements on stakeholders livelihoods 

and the area’s natural resources. 
St. Lucia Pointe Sable 

Environmental 
Protection Area 

Goal: 
To determine the extent to which the people in the Vieux-Fort community are aware of a) the 
Pointe Sable Environmental Protection Area (PSEPA) as a protected area and b) the various 
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Country MPA Goals and objectives  

current and potential livelihood opportunities which exist in the area 
 
Objectives: 

1. To determine the level of awareness of the existence of the PSEPA. 
2. To determine the level of awareness of the current livelihoods and potential livelihood 

opportunities which exist within the PSEPA. 
3. To determine the number of households currently benefitting(economically) from the 

PSEPA. 
 Soufriere Marine 

Management Area and 
Pitons Management 
Area (combination 
site) 

Goal: 
To collect data to inform/guide strategies to mitigate the socio-economic impacts of planned 
development within the Pitons Management Area (PMA) and the Soufriere Marine Management 
Area (SMMA). 
 
Objectives: 

1. To determine perceived threats of planned development within the SMMA and PMA 

by residents and other users. 
2. To determine the level and extent of use of the PMA and the SMMA by residents and 

other users. 

3. To identify potential management solutions to address impacts identified.  
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Appendix 7: Key informant variables chosen according to site 

 

Variable 
no. 

Variable Grenada St. Vincent & 
the 
Grenadines 

St. Lucia 

MBMPA WCCBMPA SCMCA PSEPA 

K12 Occupation     

K14 Activities     

K15 Goods and services     

K16 Types of use     

K17 Value of goods and services     

K19 Use patterns     

K20 Levels and types of impacts     

K23* Stakeholders     

K31* Stakeholder participation     

K33** MPA changes or impacts     

K34** Management support     

K35** Critical activities for 
management intervention 

    

K36** Perceptions of resource 
conditions (adopted - original 
survey variable S16) 

    

K37** Perceived threats (adopted - 
original survey variable S17) 

    

K38** Perceived changes in activities 
and uses 

    

K39** Perceived MPA benefits     

K40** MPA knowledge and awareness     

K41** Business and service provision     

K42** Types of interactions     

K43** Livelihood trends, enhancement 
and vulnerabilities 

    

K44** Alternative livelihoods      

K45** Best practices     

K46** Perceived management 
responsibility 

    

Source: Pena et al. In press 
*
Variables recommended for revision 

**
New variables 

Bolded variables – variables applicable as both key informant and survey variables 
Variables used at more than one site (potentially comparable) are shaded. 
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Survey variables chosen according to site 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable 
no. 

Variable Grenada St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines 

St. Lucia 

SIOB TCMP SCMCA SMMA/PMA PSEPA 

S1 Age      

S2 Gender      

S4 Education      

S7 Occupation      

S8 Household size      

S9 HH income      

S10* HH activities      

S16* Perceptions of resource 
conditions 

     

S17* Perceived threats      

S18* Awareness of rules and 
regulations 

     

S19 Compliance      

S20 Enforcement      

S21* Participation in decision-making      

S23 Perceived coastal management 
problems 

     

S24 Perceived coastal management 
solutions 

     

S25 Perceived community problems      

S26 Successes in coastal 
management 

     

S27 Challenges in coastal 
management 

     

S29** MPA knowledge and awareness       

S30** Types and changes in MPA 
livelihoods 

     

S31** Alternative livelihoods      

S32** HH MPA livelihoods      

S33** MPA changes or impacts      
S34** Perceived management 

responsibility 
     

S35** Management priorty(ies)      
S36** Sector development and sector 

impacts 
     

S37** Knowledge and perceptions of 
physical development, impacts 
and negative impact reduction 

     

S38** Perceived responsibility for 
impact reduction 

     

S39** Best practices      

S40** Perceived MPA benefits      

S41** MPA user frequency and type of 
MPA uses(s) 

     

S42** Use patterns (adopted – original 
key informant variable K19) 

     

S43** Perceptions of changes in 
species abundance 

     


