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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Sociceconomic monitoring assessmentin adjacent communities of the Grand Anse Marine

Protected Area(GAMPA)was part of theO#1 EI AOA 2A0EI EAT O %AOOAOT #AO
l OAAOG . AOxT OE j w#--!.Qd6 001 EAAO A&O1T AAA AU 4EARA ' Ac
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB) through The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

and implemented in collaboration with the University of the West Indies, Centre for Resource
Management and Environmental Studies (UWMCERMES) and the Grenada Marine Protected Asea

Unit, Fisheries Division, Ministry of Agriculture, Lands, Forestry, Fisherieand the Environment,

Grenada.

In 2001, the Grand Anse Marine Protected Arewasidentified as a key area for management under
the Grenada Protected Areas System Plafioday, the Grand Anse Marine Protected Areds the
newest addition to the GrenadaVarine Protected AreaNetwork and also the largest MPA with an
area of 19.7kmz.

The purpose of this study wasa collect socieeconomic data and information on Grand Anse and
adjacent communities using the Socieeconomic Monitoring for Caribbean Coastal Managemet
(SocMon Caribbeary methodology, with primary focus onlivelihoods, resaurce use, threats and
attitudes for informing and guiding planning, management actions and policy formulatiorfor the
GAMPAThiIs sociaeconomic assessment was initiated prior to the official launch of the GAMPA and
as such provides good baseline data on the MPA and its adjacent communities against which
changes and trends can be measured with future monitoring.

MPA staff and wlunteers were trained in the application of the SocMon methodology in 2016.
Twenty-five key informant interviews were conducted with governmental, horgovernmental and
private sector stakeholders.Further data were collected viall2 surveys administered within the
communities adjacent to the Grand Anse MPA (i.e. Belmont, Grand Anse, Golf Course, Morne Tout,
Morne Rouge, Frequente and Calliste) ksight trained enumerators.

The surveys revealed that only a small percentage of respondents indicated thathey or their
household make a living from the coastal and marine resources and around the Grand Anse Bay
and most persors interview ed believed that they would not be affected by the establishment of the
GAMPA.

A large percentage of respondents identifié swimming as the most popular activity currently
utilized for relaxation with the proposed GAMPA followed by exercise, snorkelling, diving,
recreational fishing, watersports and boating. Most persons indicated that they generally
participated in their respective relaxation activity once per week.

Generally, respondents believed that swimmers and recreational divers/snorkelers had no impact
on the marine resources and ecosystem of Grand Anse. Subsistence fishers, recreational fishers,
boaters and dive fithers were perceived as having a slight to moderate impact on bay.

A significant percentage (i.e. 96.5%) of the community are aware of the marine protected areas in
Grenada; however, only 64% brespondents admitted knowing the intended purpose of the MPAs.
There is a general perception that MPAs protect coastal and marine resources and have a positive
benefit on tourism, coral reef health and fisheries. This demonstrates that the public awareness
activities of the Grenada MPA progranare reaching its intended targets within the community;
however, thereare still gaps in the information disseminated.



Less than onethird of respondents indicated being aware of the proposal to establish an MPA along
the coast of Grand Anse; however, over half of the persoiméerviewed considered themselves to be
stakeholders of the proposed GAMPA.

The results of this study have highlighted that thereis a fair level of awareness amongst the
population with regard to MPAs in Grenada. However, there is misinformation and badgss in the
public domain regarding the management of the existing MPAs. Special attention should be taken to
ensure to educate the population on the overarching goals and objectives as well as the locations of
the various MPAs. The study has also pointdd the factthat most persons felt thatone of the most
important strategies for effecting change is via public awareness and education.

The results also suggest that clear majority of respondents believed that the establishment of the
GAMPA would have a positive impact on the health of the coastal and marine ecosystem and
resources within the area. Additionally, it is important to establib a scientific baseline for all the
resources (i.e. beach, water) and ecosystems (i.e. coral reef, seagrass, mangroves) within the area
and develop and implement a longerm monitoring program so that routine monitoring could be
conducted to assess the stas of the resources.



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. ECMMAN Qerview

TheO#1 EIl AOA 2AO0EI EAT O %wAOOAOT #AOEAAAAT - AOETA
funded by the German Federal Ministry for the EnvironmentNature Conservation, Building and
Nuclear Safety (BMUB) through The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and implemented in collaboration
with four partner organizations (the OECS Commission; UNEP/SPAWRAC acting through the
Caribbean Marine Protected Areas ManagersCAMPAM) network; the Caribbean Network of
Fisherfolk Organizations (CNFO) acting through the Caribbean Regional Fisheries Mechanism
(CRFM) Secretariat; and PCI Media Impact).

This four-year project started in the last quarter of 2013 and was implemented n six Eastern
Caribbean countries i.eSt. Kitts and Nevis, Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Saint Lucia, St. Vincent
and the Grenadinesand GrenadaAt the national level inGrenadg the Fisheries Division Ministry

of Agriculture, Lands, Forestry, Fisheds & the Environmentwas designatedas the National
Implementing Entity (NIE) for the ECMMAN project.

The overarching goals of theECMMAN projectare to establish an Eastern Caribbean marine
management areas network thatwill more than double the area of effectively managed marine
areas (MMAS) in the region and providefor improved livelihood opportunities. This network will
be designed to protect and improve the health of neashore and coastal habitats, so that these can
provide the ecosysten services needed for sustainable/alternative livelihoods and economies.

The specific project goals are to:

1 Declare new MMAs and strengthen existing MMAS;

9 Build strong constituencies for sustainable livelihoods and ocean use in all six countries;

1 Improve and update an Eastern Caribbean Decision Support System (ECDSS) that provides
accessible decision making tools and incorporates current ecological, so@oonomic, and
climate change data; and

91 Institute sustainability mechanisms to support the MMA nework, including regional
political commitments and actions, collaboration mechanisms on marine and coastal
resources, and sustainable financing.

1.2. SocMon Caribbean

Socio-economic Monitoring for Coastal Management (SocMdris a global initiative of the ITUCN
World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPRMarine), Global Coral Reef Monitoring Network
(GCRMN) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 8&ewv.socmon.org
The initiative is being implemented at the global and regional levels with the goal of establishing
socio-economic coastal and marine monitoring programmes globally at the site level (Bunce et al.
2000; Bunce and Pomeroy 2003).

SocMon is aimed at helping @stal managers better understand and incorporate the socio
economic context of coastal resource use by various stakeholders into coastal management
programs. This is essential for assessing, predicting and managing coastal resource use over time.
SocMon isa globally networked, regionally adapted, practical methodology of socieconomic
monitoring for coastal management. Globally, seven regions are successfully conducting Soclglon
the Caribbean, Central AmericaBrazil, South Asia, South East Asia, Westehlndian Ocean,and the
Pacific Islands. SocMon works through regional and local partners to facilitate communibased
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http://www.socmon.org/

socio-economic monitoring. CERMES at the University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus is the
regional SocMon node for the Caribbean.

Snce 2003, CERMES hasleveloped regional capacity of fisheries divisions, MPA management
authorities and a wide range of stakeholders through training and several projects in soeio
economic monitoring. Site assessments are tailored to site needs with goalsd objectives aligned

to relevant management plans and/or management questions or decisions. Assessment data are
often compared to socieeconomic and ecological secondary data in order to better understand
socio-economic impacts and explain trends in sdg-economic characteristics at coastal community
sites. However, until this ECMMAN project, SocMon has never been deliberatehcorporated into
biophysical monitoring. The Nature Conservancy (TNC) recognises the value and applicability of
SocMon and has @monstrated interest in incorporating the methodology as needed to achieve
OA1T AGAT O OAOI OOAA AT 1T OAOOGAOGETT AT A 1 AT ACAIT AT O ci
adopted SocMon as the socieconomic monitoring methodology of choice for integrated coastal
and coral reef monitoring.

1.3. Situation overview

Grenada is the south most island in the Windward islandgust north of Trinidad and Tobagao The
tri -island state consists of the main island of Grenada and the inhabited Grenadine islandf
Carriacou and Petite Martinique along with several other uninhabited islands and cayJ.0 date
three Marine Protected Areas have been established under the Grenada Protected asr&System
Plan i.e.Moliniere-Beausejour Marine Protected Area (MBMPA)and Woburn-Clarkes Court Bay
Marine Protected Area (WCCBMPAh St. George, Grenadand Sandy Island/Oyster Bed Marine
Protected Area (SIOBMPA) on the sister island of Carriacou. The establishment dbarth Marine
Protected Areaz Grand Anse Marine Prote@d Area(GAMPA) was approved by cabinet in April
2017. An official announcement of its declaratiorwas made by the Minister with responsibility for
Fisheries, Mr. Alvin Dabreq during a stakeholder forum held at theFisheries Division on May 25,
2017. Theestablishment of the GAMPA is consistent with the strategic plan of the Government of
Grenada geared towards enhancing marine biodiversity by providing for the conservation and
management of critical habitats and specigsas well asto accommodatefuture demands of the
tourism industry. Additionally, the establishment of the Grand Anse Marine Protected Area brings
Grenada closer to its goals under th&Caribbean Challenge Initiative (CCI), where the country
pledged to conserve and manage 25% ofgtmastal and nearshoe marine ecosystems by 2020.
Previously only 4% ofthese ecosystems were managed he addition of theGrand AnseMPA places
the managed areas closer to 15%.

Jhe proposed Grand AnseVIPA is about 1,965 ha (19.7 k) in size and is locatedalong the
leeward, southwest coast of Grenada. The landward boundary of the MPA will be the low water
mark starting from the entrance to Port Louis Marina at 1802'45.78"N/61°45' 02.33"W and ending
along the shore at a point south of the airport at 11°596.08"N/61°47'16.07"W. The seaward
boundaries were selected to include critical shallow water habitats as well as deep water habitats;
and to ensure that many of the scuba diving sites were included for protection, especially the
Bianca C (a 180 m cruiseirier which sank in 1961)3§GAMPA Draft Management Plan, 2016%ee
Figure 1 and Figure 2.
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1.4. Goals and objectives

The monitoring goals and objectives for this SocMon assessment were developed initially at
three-day participatory training workshop in November 2016.For details of the training, see Pena
2017.

Monitoring Goals Monitoring Obj ectives

To collect socieeconomic data and 1. To determine potential impacts of management

information on Grand Anse andhdjacent | decisions /interventions on MPA livelihoods.

communities with emphasison 2. Identify resource use and user patterns by user

livelihoods, resource use, threatsind groups for informing the zoning plan.

attitudes, to inform and guideplanning, 3. Identify stakeholder perceptions of threats to

management actions angbolicy coastal resources in Grand Anse.

formulation. 4. To understand stakeholder attitudes to, and
perceptions of, marine resources, current
management and the establishment of the GAMPA.

1.5. Organization of report

This report is divided into four sections. Section 1 provides a description of th®@# 1 EIi AOA 2 AO0EI|
AOOAOT #AOEAAAAT - AOET A - Al A@diekt, SoaMdrA CaribbednO x T OE
situation overview of the GAMPAand the goals and objectives for mondring. Section 2 outlines the

methods used for gathering the data. The redts are provided in Section 3 andsection 4comprises

the discussions and conclusionsRecommendations for management are provideth Section5.
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2. METHODS

2.1. SocMontraining

SocMon Regional Coordinatorfor the Caribbean Maria Pena, and Assistant, Jehroum Wood,
facilitated the training workshops in all ECMMAN countriesIn Grenada, ahree-day training was
held from October 26- 28, 2016 and included introdu ction to the SocMon methodology. Then on
November 3 and 4 a two-day training on SocMon Spatiakpecific introduction with Mr. Wood was
held. Overall 11 persons including, MPA managers, MPA staff, representatives from government
agencies such aghe environmental unit, community residents and other relevant stakeholders
received SocMortraining (Appendix 1for the participants list). Both training workshopsincluded a
site visit to the Grand Anse Watershed arefar field scopingand practical demonstration A draft of
the SocMon site monitoring planfor Grand Ansewas prepared by the end of the SocMon
methodology training. This plan formed the basis for the site monitoring programme and was
finalised in early 2017.

2.2. Preparatory activities

Based on the goal and objectives of th&ite monitoring plan, 14 SocMon Caribbean variablesone
GCRMNCaribbean parameter and six newly designed SocMon variablesvere chosen for
measurement and analysigTable 1; Appendix 2 for Site Monitoring Plan). It should be noted that
the variables chosen initially during the development of the site monitoring plan were refined to
this final list on completion of the survey and key informant interview guide.



Table 1 Variables selected for monitoring

Variable Variable name

S1/K5 Age

S2/K6 Gender

S4/K7 Education

S7/K12 Occupation

S9 Household income

S10/K14 Household activities/Activities
S12/K12 Types of use/Household types of use
S16 Perceptions of resourceconditions
S17 Perceived threats

S21/K31 Participation in decision-making/Stakeholder participation
S24 Perceived coastal management solutions
K19 Use patterns

K20 Level and types of impacts

K23 Stakeholders

GCRMNCbbean | Fishing pressure

[NEW] MMA/MPA knowledge

[NEW] MMA/MPA support

[NEW] Management priorities

[NEW] Management impacts

[NEW] Livelihood dependency

[NEW] Alternative livelihoods

2.3. SocMon team

A SocMon team was developed fead specific tasks, plan andonduct field work for the project.

Team member name Role on team Specific tasks

Ezra Campbell ECMMAN IPC Overall support for logistics for
training and development of
monitoring plan, survey design,
data input and analysis, and

reporting
Olando Harvey MPA Coordinator Data analysis and reporting
Danielle Ince MPA Manager Survey design and development|
of monitoring plan
Arlene Daniel Community Liaison Development of monitoring plan
and training of enumerators
Shanell Cyrus Team Leader for Development of monitoring plan,

Volunteers/Enumerators | raising awareness about the
project and assisting with field
data collection and data input




2.4. Secondary data

The following table shows the secondary data analysed by monitoring objectiveor the GAMPA
SocMonAll sourcesof secondary data were analysed to determine gaps in knowledge for informing
primary data collection.

SocMon objective Sources of secondary data
1. Potential impacts of [management] 9 Coral Nursery Business/Marketing Plan
decisions of livelihoods 1 Sustainable finance report (Wayne Sandyford)

1 Grenada poverty assessment 2008
9 National Census

1 Blue Growth report

1 GAMPA Management Plan (2015)

2. Resource use and user patterns 91 TNC ECMMAN habitat maps

91 CARIBSAVE reports

9 Blue Growth report

1 GAMPA Managemer®lan (2015)

3. Stakeholder perceptions of [coastal 9 CARIBSAVE Risk Atlas
resources and] threats to coastal 9 Grand Anse Baseline Assessments
resources

4. Stakeholder attitudes and perceptions -
[of marine resources and] the
establishment of the GAMPA

2.5. Key informants

Twenty-five key informants were identified by the Soton team as being critical to the SocMon
assessment Due to the number of key informants identified, group interviews were held with
stakeholders from the same orgaisation by the SocMon team(Appendix 3: Report from Key
Informant Interviews).

2.6. Surveys

One hundred andtwelve surveys were administered within seven communities adjacent to the
proposed Grand Anse MPA Belmont, Grand Anse Golf Course,Morne Tout, Morne Rouge
Frequente andCalliste - by eight trained enumerators. Respondentswere selected at random to
remove researcher bias, by walking along the main road that runs through each of the community
or assigned areaThe survey was designed by theparticipants of the SocMortraining with CERMES.
Once designed, the survewas reviewed and edited after which it was submitted to CERMES for
final approval. Twenty-one survey variables were ugd to guide the data collection process
(Appendix 4:Copy ofsurvey)

2.7. Data entry and anal ysis

The data from the surveys were entered into an Excel spreadsheet and then analysed using simple
descriptive statistics.Due to work commitments and time constraints, the SocMon team was unable



to conduct the data analysis. CERMES provided technical assistance with data analysis and
compilation of results.

3. RESULTS
Results are presented under headings corresponding to the assessment objectives:

i.  To understand stakeholder attitudes to, and percepdns of, marine resources, current
management and the establishment of the GAMPA.
ii.  Toidentify resource use and user patterns by user groups for informing the zoning plan.
iii. To determine potential impacts of management decisions/interventions on MPA
livelihoods.
iv.  ldentify stakeholder perceptions of threats to coastal resources in Grand Anse.

3.1. Understand stakeholder attitudes to, and perceptions of, marine resources, current
management and the establishment of the GAMPA

3.1.1.MPA knowledge

Of the 112 respondentsnterviewed, 64% said they knew what a Marine Protected Area (MPA) was.
To verify their understanding, persons were askedollow -up questions onthe featuresor attributes
that came to mind when thinking of a MPA. Ecological and biophysical attributes weramong the
top four features respondents associated with MPAs. Significant proportions of persons associate
protection of coastal and marine resources (76.8%); coral reefs with more life on them than at
present (56.3%); more and bigger fish to be viewed ahbreed but not caught (45.5%); more and
bigger fish to be caught by fishermen for food (27.7%). Interestingly, changes in livelihoods
increases, decreases and alternativeg and restrictions in terms of accesswere attributes
respondents associated leswith MPAs. It should be noted however that some persons attribute the
encouragement of less work and activities (24.1%) and reduced access to the area by locals
(20.5%). SeeFigure 3.
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Figure 3 Attributes people associate with MPAs, n =112

The overwhelming majority of persons interviewed (96.5%) are familiar with established MPAs in

Grenada and Carriacou As might be expected, more persons (50.9%) are familiar with the
-TTETEIT OAr" AAOOIi ET 6O -0! j-" -0!'q OEAT xEOE 71 AO
30.4%) and Sandy Island/Oyster Bed (SIOB MPA; 15.2%). A fairly large proportion of persons

(30.4%) are familiar with none of the Grenada and Carriacou MPA§&igure 4).

60/
50/

% respondents
w
o

MB MPA WCCB MPA  SIOB MPA None
Grenada and Carriacou MPAs

Figure 4 Respondent familiarity with MPAs in Grenada and Carriacou, n = 112

Awareness of positive things heard about these three MPAs was highest for the MB MPA with
nearly one-third (31.3%) of all respondents providing some positive feedback. Knowledge of good
things heard about the WCCB MPA and SIOB MPA was generally low withyd9% and 4.5% of
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respondents respectively, providing information on each. Top three good things people have heard
about the MB MPA could be categorized as more fish (including variety, abundance and size;

22.8%), tourist attraction (20%) and increased iE T AEOAOOEOU | OAEOAOOGEOU 1T £ O
1 E £A 6 N Seerpigares 4 8
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Positive feedback

Figure 5 Good things people have heard about the Moliniere/Beauséjour MPA, n = 35

Good things heard about the WCCB MPA were more equally spread among nine categories across
10 respondentsz good initiative (20%); fish variety and protection, protected mangrovesmore
mangroves, mangroves are a good nursery, good location and view, generates employment,
protects marine life, good initiative, and functioning well (10% each)Only five persons were able

to provide feedback of good things they have heard about the 8OMPAz more fish (40%), good
initiative, no anchoring and good reef continues to grow (20% each). SEegure 6.

PENMNMNWWS
OCUIouUIoUIO U1O

% respondents

more fish good initiative  no anchoring good reef,
continues to
grow

Positive feedback

Figure 6 Good things people have heard about the Sandy Island/Oyster Bed MPA, n = 5.

Generally, negative things heard about these three national MPAsere low amongst all
respondents, 14.3% for the MB MPA, 8% for the WCCB MPA and 0.9% for the SIOB MPA. The
general majority of persons noted hearing nothing negative abouteither the MB MPA (25%) or
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WCCB (22.2%). For the MB MPA, most persons (25%) noted they had heard nothing negative about
the MPA, while smaller proportions mentioned hearing about fishing (rock, speand from boats)
occurring in the MPA (18.7%); and poor maintenance, including broken mooring lines that remain
unfixed, dirty buoys, and poor management with respect to the checking of user bands; 12.5%).
Some persons (12.5%) noted that the MPA is not Weknown to the public (Figure 7).

25
2 20 L
c
S5 -
2 15
2
o 10
S 5
0
nothing fishing (rock-,  not well poor
spear-, boat) knownto  maintenance
occurring public

Negative feedback

Figure 7 Negative things heard about the MB MPA, n = 16

Limited employment, not being very protected, affected by many issues (such as land raff, waste
pollution and coastal development) as well as fishing and mangrove cutting activities were
mentioned by each of 11.1% of respondents as things they had heard about the WCCB MPA that
were not so good. A fairly large majority of persons (22.2% in each casedted the MPA was nhot
well-known to the public and that they had heard nothing negative about WC(Bigure 8)

25
20
15

1

% respondents
(6] o

& X > o
© & & & & N S
Q\\' & O & < & RN
<0 < ™ O S Q 2’
9 QL Q N
o$° ° & N <& &
Q& > A ~o‘\ ,b(\
\\b .{@ & S &
) & N X<
N N\ Q\Q'c %x
X QO

@) N
< @ g\\‘::(\

Negative feedback

Figure 8 Negative things heard about the WCCB MPA, n=9
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Based on the lack of knowledge about the SIOB MPA, only one person noted a negative thing about
this MPA was that it was not welknown to the public (0.9%).

Just under onethird (31%) of all respondents are aware of the proposal to make most of the Grand
Anse coast a MPA.

Most persons surveyed (53%) consider themselves to be a user or other stakeholder of the

proposed GAMPAFigure 9). Those persons who do not consider themselves either users or some

other type of stakeholder gave the following reasons for their response: only an occasional user

(64.2%), not a permanent resident of adjacent MPA communities (25%), no interest in the

DOl PT OAA "1 -0! jpoe8wbqh Al T1 O OOA OEA AOAA jpo8yl
AEOEAOI AT dRigue®p P Q8 3 AA

Figure 9 Individual perception of being a user or other stakeholder of the proposed GAMPA
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Figure 10 Reasons why people do not think they can consider themselves a user or other type of
GAMPA stakeholder
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3.1.2.MPA support and management focus

Out of 108 persons, the majority (86%) are supportive of the establishment of a MPA in Grand
Anse. A small proportion(12%) of people, do not support an MPA in the area, while 2% are
uncertain of their support. Persons provided a number of reasons for their support or nesupport

of the MPA but the top three were because there would be an increase in fish stock and diitgrs
(13%), improved ecosystems (12%) and simply because it is a good thing (10%). Seégure 11.
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Reasons provided for supporting the MPA

Figure 11 Reasons for support for the establishment of a MPA in Grand Anse, n = 100

Diverse and numerous suggestions were provided when people were asked what they would like
management to focus on once the GAMPA was established. Enforcement (9.6%), pollution (8.2%)
and making the area a yacht or boat free area (6.8%) were ti@A | | | dudgéstions offered from
among 73 responses.

The majority of persons surveyed indicated their willingness to support the GAMPA in three main
actions (Figure 12). Most (76.8%) would be willing to assist in the organisation of or participabn

in coastal cleanups. Substantial proportions of individuals would also be willing to plant trees to
reduce erosion (66.3%) and stop using plastic bottles and bags (53%)
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Figure 12 Willingness to support MPA actions, n = 95
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Very few persons provided other ways in which they would be willing to assist the GAMPA. Of the
six persons who provided a response, 66.6% said they would like to helpith outreach activities,
16.6% each indicated willingness in helping to zone the MPA (possibly meaning to provide advice)
and assisting with the placement of more bins.

3.1.3.Perceptions of resource quality and conditions

Water quality is of concern to just oer half (56%, n = 110) of the people surveyed. The main
reasons cited for this concern included frequent use of the area (26.8%), pollution and waste (solid,
sewage; 21.4%), potential health hazard (16.1%); and specific pollution from hotels in the area
(lc8d8ubqgs8 07111 O00ETT AT A xAOOA ET Al OAAA OO0O1 OAOAAI
and inland run-off (Figure 13).
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Why water quality in Grand Anse is a concern

Figure 13 Water quality concerns, n = 56

The presence of solid waste (plastics and garbage) in Grand Ar3ay was rated equally as medium
or low by 36.5% of persons. Just over a quarter of all persons (26.8%) believed solid waste was
high in the area(Figure 14).
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Figure 14 Solid waste in Grand Anse, n = 93
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Only a minority of persons (7%, n = 111), indicated that they or members of their households had
become ill due to swimming in Grand Ans®ay. The symptoms of such illness included skin rash
(4.5%), eye infection (1.8%) and other (itching and ear infection, 1.8%). It should be noted that
presentation of a skin rash may not be a direct result of water quality but instead is typical of
beach/sand quality. Diarrhea, vomiting and abdominal pains were not reported by any respondents
(Figure 15).
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Figure 15 Symptoms of illnesses thought to be associated with swimming in Grand Anse Bay, n = 111

Perceptions of current (2017) conditions of ecosystems andesources varied by resource. Beach
condition was thought to be very good or good by the majority of persons interviewed (7323).
This perception was the highest across all other resources investigated. Almost equal proportions
of persons believed that segrasses (58.5%) and marine life such as fish, lobster and lambi (58.2%)
were also in very good or good condition. Persons seemed somewhat divided regarding the
perceived condition of mangroves and coral reefs. While higher proportions of persons thought
these resources to be in bad or very bad condition, 46.7% for coral reefs and 40.4% for mangroves,
fairly high proportions of persons thought they were in verygood or good condition (33.3% for
coral reefs and 31.9% for mangroves). Additionally, there weregrsons who thought there were in
neither good/nor bad condition, 25.4% for coral reefs and 27.6% for mangroved=(gure 16).

Forty-one percent of respondents (n = 102) perceived changes in the conditions of these
ecosystems and resources since 2012 (in the last five years). Although the majority of persons
believed that seagrasses (44.1%) and beaches (47.4%re in very good or good condition fairly
high proportions of persons also felt that they were in bad or very bad condition (35.2% for
seagrasses, 36.9% for beache#) 2012. Across all ecosystems, the majority of persons (59.2%)
rated mangroves as being in either bad or very bad conditioim the past. Similar perceptions were
accorded to coral reefs where 50% of persons thought they were also in bad or very bad condition.
Persons seemed more divided in their perceptions of marine life (fish, lobster, lambi) condition.
While most (41.1%) thought these resources were in very good or good condition five years ago, a
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fairly similar proportion thought they were in bad or very bad condition, while 20.6% were
undecided (neither good or bad condition). Se€igure 17.

Overall, perceptions of ecosystem and resource conditions within the Grand AnBay increased
positively (rated as very good and good) over the five year period of interest for all ecosystems and
resources except coral reefs. The perceived very good or good condition of beaches in the area
increased most significantly from 2012 to 2A7 from 36.9% in 2012 to 73.3%, the highest increase
across all other resources. Positive perceptions of the conditions of marine life and seagrasses
increased over the fiveyear timeline but less significantly than beaches. A slight decline in the very
good or good rating of coral reef condition was perceived by respondents from 2012 to 2017. It
should be noted that overall less respondents were able to rate the conditions of these ecosystems
and resources in 2012; between 6&6% of all respondents did notknow about the conditions at
this time or did not answer the question.
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Figure 16 Perception of current condition of ecosystems and resources in the Grand Anse Bay
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Figure 17 Perceptions of past ecosyste m and resource condition in the Grand Anse Bay

Over half of the respondents (59.8%) were able to provide a number of suggestions for improving
the state of ecosystem and resource condition within Grand Anse. The top six suggestions included
education andraising public awareness (17.9%), cleaning the area regularly (11.9%), implementing
rules and regulations (10.4%), controlling or reducing development (4.5%), and the
implementation of seasonal fishing (4.5%).
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The majority of respondents anticipate improwed changes in the condition of seagrass beds (80%),
mangroves (75%), coral reefs (100%) and marine life (fish, lobster, laméietc.; 88.2%) in Grand
Anse Bay after the estblishment of the proposed GAMPAA minority of persons across all
ecosystems and regurces remainscepticalof changes and expect there will be no change in coastal
and marine resource conditions. Less than 10% of persons expect declining conditions in
seagrasses and mangroves. No one believed the conditions of coral reefs and marineJiéaild
decline with the establishment of the GA MPA={gure 18).
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Figure 18 Expected changes in ecosystem and resource conditions with GAMPA establishment

Ninety percent of persons combined believe the condition of the marine environmentcoral reefs,
mangroves, water quality, beaches etc. is very important and important in general for work,
relaxation and just for its existence valueKigure 19).
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Figure 19 Level of importance of the condition of the marine environment to individuals,
n=110

3.1.4.Trends in size and abundance of key species

Respondent perception of trends in size and abundance of three key indicator coral reef speces
long-spined black sea urchin, lobster and parrotfishz was investigated. Most persons (46.6%)
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believed there had been no change in size of the black sea urchin in the past five years. Trends in
abundance varied with equal proportions of persons (33.3% each) believintpat there had either
been an increase or decrease in urchin quantity={gure 20).
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Figure 20 Perceived trends in size and abundance of the long -spined black sea urchin in the past five
years, n =15

The overwhelming majority of respondents perceive a decrease in both size (78.6%) and
abundance (66.6%) of lobster over the last five yeard={gure 21). A similar trend for parrotfish was
observed with 60% of persons believing there had been a decrease in size, and 64.3% perceiving a
decrease in abandance of parrotfish in the Grand Anse Bay in the last five yearBigure 22).

Persons providing this information represented a small subset (1:423%) of the total number of
respondents but were individuals who were familiar with the marine environment of the area. The
information gathered may not be statistically representative of the survey sample, but does provide
an indication of the perceptions ofpersons such as fishers, fish vendors, dive and watsports
operators, who are well acquainted with these key species.
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Figure 21 Perceived trends in size and abundance of lobster in the past five years
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Figure 22 Perceived trends in size and abundance of parrotfish in the past five years

3.1.5Targeted species

Fish species targeted the most in the Grand Andgay include snappers (23.5%), hinds (15.7%),
tunas (7.8%), grouper (7.8%) and jacks (7.8%). The type of snapper targetedhs identified by one
person asglasseyed snapper. Other persons did not indicate the species of snapper caught. Hinds
targeted were ather rock or red hinds. Of the eight persons who target hinds, 25% target rock
hinds, 37.5%prefer red hinds, and an equal proportion (37.5%) did not differentiate between the
species Figure 23).
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Figure 23 Top five fish species targeted most by respondents or members of their households, n = 51

The fishing and eating of parrotfish is fairly common only among a smaitoportion of respondents
(16.2%). While onethird (33.3%) of persons surveyed fish for parrotfish, 62.5% eat this fish
(Figure 24). The majority of respondents consume parrotfish occasionally (once a month; 60%),
while a fairly high proportion (30%) eat it often (more than one day per week). One person noted
that they never eat this species, even though they catch Figure 25).
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Figure 24 Individual and household practices regarding parrotfish, n = 18

Figure 25 Frequency of consumption of parrotfish, n = 10

3.1.6.Support for marine resource management measurements: parrotfish, black sea urchin, reef fish,
sea turtlescoral reefs

Eighty-five percent of persons surveyed would support temporary measures to help keep
parrotfish populations growing and recovering igure 26). Implementation of size restrictions
(66.6%), fishing seasons (55.5%) and campaigns for increasing awareness, education and outreach
about this species (50%) received high support among thenajority of respondents. Fairly
significant support for gear restrictions (44.4%), catch limits (33.3%) and closed areas for research
(27.7%) exists. Other measures for aiding population recovery of parrotfish were provided by two
persons (12.5%) and incluled a total ban on fishing and a ban on seine fishing (due to damage
caused to ecosystems and marine life). A minority of persons thought that letting nature take its
course would be suitable for maintaining and increasing parrotfish populations. Of the ¥4 of
respondents that indicated they would not support any temporary parrotfish management
measures 9.5% justified this was due to the perception that the species damages sea life through
the removal of macroalgae figure 27).
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Figure 26 Support for proposed temporary parrotfish management measures, n = 21
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Figure 27 Range of support for proposed parrotfish population growth and recovery measures

Support for management efforts to aid black sea urchin recovery in the Grand Anse Bay was also
very high with 89% of persons indicating their favour for such Figure 28). The suggested
management measure receiving the greatest support (76.5%) was transplantation from reefs with
good abundance to those with poor abundancé®ver half of those surveyed (52.9%) favoured the
setting aside of MPA zones for restoration, while similar proportions support a nature take its
course solution (29.4%) or laboratory rearing for replenishment of reefs (23.5%). No additional
management meadres were suggested by any of the respondentsFigure 29). Of the two
individuals who were not supportive of measures to aid black sea urchin recovernpone person
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indicated they were still plentiful (and therefore in no need of help) and the other individual
justified their no support stance because they were scared of the organism.

Figure 28 Support for black sea urchin population recovery measures, n = 19
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Figure 29 Range of support for proposed black sea urchin population recovery measures, n =17

The overwhelming majority of persons surveyed (80%) do not, or haveever fished, a spawning
aggregation, while only 13% have fished them Rigure 30). Most persons were unsure as to
whether the number and size of thdish in these aggregations had changed (44.4% in both cases)
over the last five years. Onghird of respondents thought there had been a decrease in both
characteristics of the aggregations, while 22.2% noted no change in either feature. No one noted an
increase in either characteristic over the time period of interestKigure 31).
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Figure 30 Do you or have you ever fished a spawning aggregation?, n = 15
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Figure 31 Trends in size and abundance of spawning aggregations in the last five years, n =9

Similar to the support for parrotfish and black sea urchin management easures, the
overwhelming majority of persons would support management efforts to help aggregating species
recover (94%). SeeFigure 32. Generally there was reasonably high support for a range of
management measureg implementation of fishing seasons and size restrictions (53.3% each);
closures during spawning and campaigns to help increase awareness, education or outreach
(46.6% each); impositionof gear restrictions, catch limits, and designated areas for research (40%
each). Licensing (26.6%), catch reporting and letting nature take its course (20% each) were the
least supported recovery measures Kigure 33). The individual who was nonsupportive of
management measures, provided no justification for thiposition.
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Figure 32 Support for spawning aggregation recovery measures, n = 18
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Figure 33 Range of support for spawning aggregation management measures, n = 15

Respondents completely support (100%) measures to protect sea turtles in the GAMPA. Top
measures supported by the majority of persons include more protection of nests and hatchlings
during the nesting season, and enforcement to prevent illegal take (94.4% each). Beach cleps
during nesting time to prevent turtle entanglement and campaignsa help increase awareness,
education or outreach received fairly high support from twethirds of respondents (66.6%).
Reducing bright lights during the nesting season was favoured by 61.1% of persons surveyed. A
smaller, yet still fairly significant proportion of respondents agree with the implementation of
temporary closed beach areas or activities (33.3%). Only 11.1% favour a more natural solution to
protection (leave nature to take its course). No additional management measures were suggested
(Figure 34).
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Figure 34 Range of support for sea turtle protection measures, n = 18

Coral reef protection is important to most personssurveyed with the majority (95%) indicating
support for measures to protect this ecosystem.

Figure 35 Support for coral reef protection measures, n = 19

Coral gardening (restoration) was the most highly favoured protection measure (73.7%) among a
set of proposed interventions. Significant proportions of individuals also supported fishing seasons
(52.6%), gear restrictions and closed areas (42.1% each), amsize restrictions (36.8%). Similar to

the other marine resources investigated, only a minority of persons (15.8%) indicated nature
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