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1 Introduction 

GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) in Kenya, through UNDP/UNOPS is implementing a 

community-based seascape management approach as its core programming framework for 

the GEF 6th Operational Phase (OP6). This phase is focused on building the social, economic, 

and ecological resilience of landscapes and seascapes by supporting community 

organizations to develop and implement adaptive management projects based on, and 

reinforced by, global environmental and local sustainable development benefits. Community 

organizations’ activities that promote climate change adaptation and mitigation, biodiversity 

conservation, and sustainable land management, including agro-ecosystem management 

and integrated water resources management, will be supported and to achieve synergistic 

results at the landscape level. Implementation of the landscape approach and the 

participatory landscape planning process produces an integrated portfolio of projects within 

the target landscape as well as ensures that local priorities guide the selection of this project 

portfolio within a framework of potential global environmental benefits. SGP in Kenya has 

identified three key landscapes/seascapes of focus i.e. Lake Bogoria, coastal Kaya forests 

and the Shimoni-Vanga seascape due to their global importance in biodiversity conservation.  

In this phase and for the first time, SGP competitively engaged services of Strategic Partners 

(SP) to assist in implementation of the programme at the identified landscapes/seascapes. 

In this regard, COMRED has signed a Memorandum of Association (MOA) and will be 

participating as SGP’s Strategic Partner for the Shimoni-Vanga seascape. This role is in line 

with COMRED’s strategic vision for the area, where it seeks to promote conservation and 

sustainable use of fisheries resources within the Shimoni–Vanga seascape, having worked 

here previously. COMRED’s broader mission is to promote sustainable development and 

wise use of coastal and marine resources and empower society through improved 

knowledge, information systems, adaptive resource management, and partnerships. This 

naturally resonates with the SGP’s vision for the seascape. 

The SGP project is aimed at promoting growth and development that is inclusive and 

sustainable, incorporate capacities that create employment and livelihoods for the poor and 

the excluded. With these objectives to be achieved, community engagement in biodiversity 

conservation for an improved livelihood with the support of Kwale county and national 

governments agencies is critical. The objective of the project is to enhance the socio-

ecological resilience of selected seascape through community-based initiatives. 

A baseline assessment is required in order to kick start the process of engaging communities 

in implementation of the programme. The baseline assessment is instrumental in 

development and finalization of the individual Seascape Strategy. It also provides managers 

and seascape stakeholders with information about the current state of the seascape, which 

can be used as a basis for setting goals and desired outcomes. The overall aim of the baseline 
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assessment is to produce case study material, conduct community consultations, ensure 

stakeholder participation, identify and pilot indicators for resilience in socio-ecological 

production seascapes, contribute to the development of the Seascape Strategy, and 

synthetize lessons learned from the consultation process and baseline assessments. 

To commence implementation for the SGP project, COMRED as the SP for the Shimoni–

Vanga Seascape conducted its first project workshop “Participatory Resilience 

assessment workshop for Shimoni – Vanga Seascape” from 18th to 20th September 2018 

in Shimoni. The objective of the workshop was to engage community members involved in 

environmental conservation in the seascape, to participate in identification of resources 

within the seascape, key issues affecting their management, socio-ecological resilience of the 

identified resources and identification of community conservation priorities and proposed 

actions. 

This aim of the workshop was to provide a baseline document of relevant information and 

knowledge that will enable the implementation of an effective project in the Shimoni – Vanga 

Seascape. The specific workshop objectives were to: 

i. Assess the capacity for Shimoni – Vanga seascape communities and their 

effectiveness, strength, and weakness, with a focus on SGP project objectives; 

ii. Identify difficulties and challenges related to capacity building, management of 

the resources in the Shimoni – Vanga seascape; 

iii. Make a thorough examination of the Socio-Ecological Production Landscapes and 

Seascapes (SEPLS) indicators 

iv. Assess the status of resources in the seascape using established Satoyama’s 

Resilience indicators; 

v. Identify and examine the ecosystem services and conservation targets and 

strategies; 

vi. Assess/identify challenges and constraints for regional cooperation in the 

management marine resources; 

vii. Engage participants to propose a framework and way forward for the 

establishment of multistakeholder platform; 

viii. Analyze the results obtained in the workshop for best practices, success stories 

and lessons learned; and 

ix. Make recommendations and propose effective and sustainable ways of 

management of the marine resources. 

1.1 The Project Goal 

The primary objective and specific objective of the proposed project was to provide strategic 

support in order to promote biodiversity conservation and improve livelihoods of local 

communities dependent on marine resources to promote biodiversity conservation and 
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improve livelihoods of local communities dependent on marine resources. Specific 

objectives were: 

i. To harmonize biodiversity conservation and environmental activities within the 

Shimoni-Vanga seascape 

ii. To mainstream SGP-funded activities with County priorities 

iii. To increase capacity for CBOs to write credible proposals 

iv. To raise the level of biodiversity management and support sustainable livelihood 

activities 

v. Raise awareness, publicity and knowledge of local communities engaged in 

biodiversity conservation and livelihood development 

 

 

2 Methodology for the baseline assessment process 

In order to successfully achieve the objectives of the project, the approach taken involves 

four activities: Establish of a multi-stakeholder platform, Review of social-ecological 

production of seascape, Giving information and workshop evaluation, Implementation of a 

multi-stakeholder forum in Shimoni - Vanga seascape, and building capacity of the local 

community to develop fundable community project proposal. 

The baseline survey undertaken in the three days involved a number of steps and tools; i) 

prior selection and engagement of participants ii) identification of target conservation 

targets iii) identification of key threats to conservation targets and proposed solutions iv) 

individual and group scoring of indicators of resilience v) mapping of resources and vi) 

development of the theory of change for key conservation targets 

The Establish of a multi-stakeholder platform has three aspects: 1) an identification of the 

community stakeholders from CBOs, NGOs Government and private sector; 2) Analysis of 

the capacity in implementing the platform, and 3) Assessment of Kwale county level practice 

in the adoption of specific platforms.  

Review of the social-ecological production of the seascape through the use of established 

Satoyama’s ecosystem resilience indicators. The scores for the various levels of the indicators 

are outlined in COMDEKs Satoyama’s ecosystem resilience indicators.  These indicators were 

categorized in different thematic areas which include; Seascape diversity and ecosystem 

protection, Biodiversity, Knowledge and innovation, governance and social equity, and 

Livelihood and well-being. Ecosystem services and conservation targets were identified and 

included Mangrove, Seagrass, Corals, Sea mammals, Turtles, Dolphins, and Beaches. 

Communication and sharing of information collected will be shared with the community and 

other stakeholders. COMRED will develop communication materials that will be distributed 
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within the communities, these materials include project case studies, reports, bronchus, and 

social media platforms. Building capacity of the local community to develop fundable 

community project proposal within the Shimoni – Vanga seascape is part of the project 

objectives. 

 

1.2 Selection and engagement community participants 

Community participants from seven villages within the Shimoni–Vanga seascape were 

selected on the basis of their engagement in environmental conservation, registration of 

community group and level of influence in the community. The seven villages included 

Shimoni, Mkwiro, Wasini, Kibuyuni, Majoreni, Vanga and Jimbo. Four community-based 

organizations representing both genders in each village were selected to attend the 

workshop. Other stakeholders from government agencies, local NGO’s and community 

leaders were also invited.



 

 

Figure 1. Workshop Photos.



1.3 Participatory mapping exercise 

The Shimoni-Vanga area lies in the South Coast region of Kenya (Fig. 1.3). The area is situated 

in Kwale County in the south coast of Kenya and borders Tanzania. The area is endowed with 

rich biodiversity and fisheries resources that provide important sources of livelihood and 

food security to local communities. The area also has known localities for fish aggregations 

leading to favorable conditions for fish productivity. 

 

Figure 2. Shimoni – Vanga Seascape. 

It was important to involve the community in mapping the seascape, these were very 

important because local knowledge of the seascape can be used to complement existing 

formal data sets, to inform project implementation team, and to empower the community 

with the aerial representation of the seascape. This exercise was important to understand 

and compile local knowledge in order to understand the complexity of the Shimoni – Vanga 

seascape. 

The community identified different types of resources and their location, the resources were 

coded according to the names and marked within their locations in the maps. See below 

Table 1 the identified resources: 

Table 1 List of Identified resources  

DO -Dolphin SM- Sea mammal 

C- Coral reef M-Mangroves 

BH-Beach BD –Birds 
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WS-Water springs MPA 

S-Seagrasses I-Invertebrates 

SW-Seaweed IS-Island 

CV -Caves MZ Shrine 

R -Rivers CCAs 

F-Fishing grounds  

 

 
 

 

 

 

1.4 Conservation targets 

The community identified some of the ecosystem services within the seascape of Shimoni – 

Vanga Income Opportunities, Transport infrastructure, Religious benefits, Bait from 

Community participation in mapping their resources
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seaweed, the Medicinal value from mangrove, Building rocks/poles, Coastal protection, 

Rainfall, Clean air, Research & Education, and Dye from mangroves 

 

1.5 Threats to Conservation Target 

It was important to identify the key conservation target in the ecosystem and discuss the 

various threat (direct and Indirect) that have the potential to affect the conservation 

strategies employed. Each target had their own stressors that would be exposed to. See 

Table 1 identified conservation target and their threats. 

Table 2.  List conservation targets and threats 

Conservation 

target 

Direct threat Indirect threat stressors 

Coral reef Coral breaking, 

sedimentation/ 

predation 

Poor management 

of catchment areas 

Predation/removal 

of fish 

Climate change, 

pollution 

mangroves Cutting down 

mangroves/illegal 

logging 

Harvesting baits 

Lightening 

Diseases 

sedimentation 

 

  

Seagrass Predation from sea 

urchins, destructive 

fishing 

Harvesting baits 

Diseases 

Predation from sea 

urchin 

 

Seaweed Rising sea surface 

temperatures,  

fish predation, 

Bait harvesting 

Diseases 

 Rising sea 

temperatures 



10 

 

Kayas    

Sea mammals Incidental catch, 

Kupwewa (beaching 

during low tide) 

Incidental catch  

Invertebrates  overharvesting   

Fish Overfishing, 

Destructive fishing 

Habitat destruction 

 Climate change 

turtles poaching 

Coastal 

development 

Sand harvesting 

Plastic pollution 

Poor management 

of plastic pollution 

 

  

Beaches sand harvesting 

Coastal 

development 

 

  

Coastal forests

  

tree logging 

Construction  

 

 

  

 

3 Findings of the baseline assessment process 

1.6 Project Indicator Results 

This section highlights Satoyama Toolkit resilience 20 specified SEPLS indicators that 

describe various areas within the seascape. The indicators covered areas of seascape 

diversity and ecosystem protection, Biodiversity, Knowledge and innovation, Governance 

and social equity, Livelihoods and wellbeing where the community members scored the set 

indicators according to the status of the seascape. The figure 3 below show how the 
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members responded to the various indicators, which can be generally interpreted that a lot 

of conservation and alternative livelihoods strategies needs to be employed within the 

seascape. Further interpretation can be found below in individual indicators. 

 

 

Figure 3.  SEPLS Indicators for resilience 

i. Seascape Diversity 

The results indicated that the seascape diversity score was medium and the trend is not 

changing. This means the community has to employ conservation strategies to improve 

the diversity of the ecosystem. 

ii. Ecosystem protection 

The communities agreed on the presence of areas of informal and formal forms of 

protection and gave it a medium score. However, their trend of management of their 

resources was going down due to the following reasons; lack of community involvement 

in protecting the CCAs, the inadequate instrument to deal with those destroying the 
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resources lack community awareness and there was no cooperation between 

institutional structures and community in protecting the resources. 

iii. Ecological interactions between different components of the seascape 

The consideration of the ecological interaction between different components of 

seascape in the management of natural resource scored medium and the trend was 

declining. This showed that there is need for more effort to be put in place to consider 

the ecological interactions of the components of the seascape while managing the 

resource. 

iv. Recovery and regeneration of the seascape  

The community discussed the indicator and agreed giving it a high score. They based 

perception on the ability of recovery and regeneration of seascape on their several 

observations of their ecosystems after extreme events. 

v. Diversity of local food system 

The results indicate a high score and there has been no change. This shows the 

community has been depending mostly on their resources for food. 

vi. Sustainable management of common resources 

The results show that the management of common resources is medium and the 

management is declining. This shows there has been no effort in managing the 

common resources sustainably. The community pointed that it is the responsibility of 

each member to conserve our resources and multi-stakeholder forum within the 

community has to be formed so as to enforce the law of managing the resources 

sustainably. 

vii. Innovation in agriculture and conservation practices 

The innovation has been adopted through the use of FAD’s in fisheries which are 

termed to be sustainable, making mangroves nurseries and transplanting them in 

degraded areas, use of mangrove seeds for medicinal values. However, the community 

pointed new technology modern perfumes and other goods introduced by foreigners 

are diminishing the economic value of their traditional innovations. 

viii. Traditional knowledge related to biodiversity 

The transmission of traditional knowledge related to biodiversity to younger people 

scored low and the trend is even worsening.  The is due to new technology and youth 

ignorance of getting the information from old people, the new education system has 

hindered time for meeting of younger people and aging people. 
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ix. Documentation of biodiversity-associated knowledge 

The community pointed the exchange of seascape biodiversity and its associated 

knowledge documentation was medium and the trend is declining. These were the 

reasons they gave; most works are done by researchers whereby they give the 

information but they don’t give feedback in form of documentation to the local 

communities. 

x. Women’s knowledge 

The recognition of women’s knowledge in the community and seascape levels scored 

medium and there has been no change.  Reasons are women feel intimidated at the 

household as they have to ask for permission from their men before doing anything, 

Cultures and religion practices hinder them from participating in community meetings 

and decision making. 

xi. Rights in relation to land/water and other natural resource management 

The Shimoni – Vanga community have rights since fishing is their main livelihood, practice 

farming, the community can conserve their resource. However, they said they don’t have 

rights were to some areas like MPA, some fishing grounds, CCAs giving it a medium score.  

From their point of view their rights were declining. 

xii. Community-based seascape governance 

There established Institutions available that can effectively manage seascape resources. 

Even though the community gave a high score in terms of managing their seascape 

resources, the local community lacked the multi-stakeholder forum which is most 

effective in managing the seascape resources.  

xiii. Social capital in the form of cooperation across the landscape/seascape 

Involvement of different organizations and institutions within the seascape is high and 

the trend is growing by time. Shimoni – Vanga has overtime seen the growing number of 

institution from government to NGO’s carrying out community projects and research 

studies. 

xiv. Social equity (including gender equity) 

Social equity in access to opportunities and resources was not fair for all community 

members due to some factors hindering their fairness. They include, religious and 

cultural believes that men are entitled to most things, cultural believes in terms of work 

where women are only restricted to housework.  However, some community members 

pointed that emphasis should be put on the issues of equity. 
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xv. Socio-economic infrastructure 

Community indicated that socioeconomic and development infrastructure was adequate 

for the needs of the community and the trend is increasing. These are because of the 

county integrated development plans that infrastructure has been upscaled to a higher 

notch. 

xvi. Human health and environmental conditions 

Lack of basic sanitation facilities and waste management mechanism has been on 

medium and the situation trend is not changing as the population keeps growing putting 

pressure on the ecosystem. There is lack of toilets, dumping sites, health facilities. 

xvii. Income diversity 

Increase in fish landing among the fishers has been noted and this has improved 

community livelihoods. The community scored medium and the situation is no changing, 

where farmers and fishers did a request for new skills and knowledge on farm 

production. They requested financial facilities to be able to get loans. 

xviii. Biodiversity- based livelihoods 

Medium scoring on ecosystem biodiversity has seen the improvement of the transport 

infrastructure but it takes too long to be completed. This indicator has been increasing 

due to the increase in infrastructure development. 

xix. Socio-ecological mobility 

The community scored medium on mobility within the seascape and growing due to 

the increased infrastructure within the seascape. 

 

4 Recommendations 

i. Knowledge management and communication with the community members to 

increase the education capacity and awareness on conservation strategies those 

need to be employed.  

ii. Implement a conservation and rehabilitation program for the identified resources 

within the ecosystem. 

iii. Establishment of seasonal closure of the marine ecosystem in certain areas and for 

key priority species these will increase in production and hence increase in income 

for the community, these will also improve in food security and nutrition. 

iv. The community was challenged to identify and engage in alternative livelihood to 

enable them to sustain their wellbeing. 



15 

 

v. Strengthening capacity in monitoring, control, and surveillance (Patrols), Enforcement 

mechanisms within the co-managed areas, these would assist in the management of 

the resource and address the issues of Illegal, Unregulated, Unreported (IUU) fishing 

within the seascape. 

vi. The need to coherent manage and govern of fisheries between the community 

management structures with the government agencies, these would reduce conflict 

among members. Establishment of a multi-stakeholder forum that will be mandated 

and obligated to managing emerging issues, conflict and development matters within 

the seascape.  
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5. Lessons learned from the seascape-wide baseline 

assessments and community consultations 1 

 

Project Title:  PROVISION OF STRATEGIC SUPPORT TO SHIMONI-VANGA COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

Grantee:  COMRED 

Country: KENYA 

Target Landscape: Name/Region: SHIMONI-VANGA, KWALE COUNTY 

Type of organization: NGO, CBO, IP, national academic institution. 

Number of people served: Number served 

Location:  Landscape Location, ideally with a very small map of the country, with a mark for 

the landscape site 

GEF STAR Contribution: Grant amount 

In-Cash Co-financing:  Funds from proponent or partners 

In-Kind Co-financing:  Labour or material contribution from proponent or partners 

Start Date:  JUNE 2017 

End Date: JUNE 2020 

Intervention areas scoping:  

• Who was involved in identifying and selecting the target landscape and 

geographical areas for UCP projects?   

• What were the selection criteria and selection process?  

• How was the selected landscape validated with the community and local 

authorities, if applicable? 

• Was a map of the landscape created or referenced before or during the baseline 

assessment and community consultation process? How? Were communities 

involved in drawing the map of their landscape? 

Selection of the Shimoni-Vanga seascape is based on prior work, where the community 

with the steering of the Kenya Fisheries Service developed a co-management plan for the 

wider area using participatory approach. The area is also a biodiversity hotspot, the only 

place in Kenya with a larger marine park than the reserve. It also has key habitats in a 

reasonably healthy state such as coral reefs, seagrass beds, mangroves and species such 

as marine mammals. However, these habitats and species continually face threats and 

thus efforts towards their protection are needed. The co-management plan was drafted 

through wide stakeholder engagement where local community, NGOs and government 

 

1 This questionnaire should be completed by a representative of the Grantee organization or local consultant that was awarded 
with the Baseline Assessment project.  
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agencies were involved. During the co-management plan development process, a co-

management area map that delineates gear restricted areas, conservation areas and no-

take zones (that include the prior government established MPA) was drawn. 

Participation of stakeholders during the process:  

• Describe the consultative process and participatory methods undertaken for the 

landscape-wide baseline assessment. How did you engage the local community 

and key stakeholders to participate in the baseline assessment? How was the 

community mobilized? 

• How many communities were involved in the baseline assessment and 

consultation process? Please provide community name, reason for selection and 

brief description of the target communities.  

• Were local stakeholders involved in the baseline assessment? If so, who? Please 

provide information of the stakeholders that participated in the baseline 

assessment, i.e. number of participations, involvement of the SGP National 

Steering Committee, community leaders, farmers, local authorities and/or 

involvement of other actors. 

• What tools did the workshop facilitators use to engage the participants, e.g. 

problem trees, drawings, maps, etc.?  

• How many workshops were conducted? If applicable, what was the reason for 

conducting multiple workshops (i.e. size of the landscape, conflict between 

communities or stakeholders, length of the exercise, etc.)?  

• How long was the average workshop? 

In the process of preparing for the baseline assessment, a pre-workshop consultation was 

undertaken to identify key stakeholders and to help prepare workshop participants, 

including the preparation of necessary information to bring for workshop discussions. At this 

stage facilitators were also identified and roles and responsibilities allocated.  

Selection of community target groups was based on their active role in conservation and 

management actions in the seascape. Actual selection was based on consultations with 

existing community management structures and consideration of gender, demographic 

representation, diversity of livelihoods, type and purpose of organization and geographical 

representation of the seascape. Some community representatives doubled as farmers, small 

business operators, fishers, etc. 

Community stakeholder 

Name of 

community 

Location  Reason for 

selection 

Brief description 

of target 

community 

    

Local stakeholder 

Name of 

stakeholder 

Type of 

stakeholder 

Brief description of the stakeholder 
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SGP Donor The National Coordinator was in 

attendance 

EAWLS NGO Involved in conservation activities in 

the seascape  

Blue Ventures NGO Involved in conservation activities in 

the seascape  

Seacology NGO Involved in conservation activities in 

the seascape  

Kenya Fisheries 

Service 

National 

Government 

Involved in fisheries management in 

the seascape 

County 

Department of 

Fisheries  

County 

Government 

Involved in fisheries management in 

the seascape 

Kenya Marine and 

Fisheries 

Research Institute 

National 

Government 

Involved in marine research in the 

seascape 

Kenya Wildlife 

Service 

National 

Government 

Involved in management protected 

areas in the seascape 

Village 

Administrator 

County 

Government 

Involved I village administration and 

liaison with county government 

 

Tools used 

Maps, illustrations (e.g. use of fish drawings to represent scores), theory of change 

framework, focus group discussions, problem trees and individual scoring sheets. Local 

Swahili language was used in discussions and translation of indicators. 

Workshops held 

One workshop of three consecutive days was held. A further one-day workshop for 

presentation and validation of seascape management strategy report with a wider audience 

will be conducted.  

Resilience Indicators: 

• Were the questions and the description of the indicators clear and easily 

understandable for the landscape stakeholders (local communities) in particular? 

Would you suggest any modification? 

• Was it necessary to translate the questions into the language(s) spoken by the 

participating stakeholders? If so, which languages? 

• Were the Resilience Indicators useful to assist communities in understanding the 

resilience of socio-ecological production landscapes and seascapes (SEPLS)? How 

so? 
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• Did the indicators assist communities in developing resilience-strengthening 

strategies that encourage local innovations, ecosystem protection and beneficial 

interactions between different landscape components? Please describe. 

• Was the exercise effective in capturing the perceptions of a variety of 

stakeholders? How did you adapt the exercise to meet the needs of the 

stakeholder groups present in the landscape? 

• Please provide any advice, lessons learned, and best practices from this process. 

Comment on indicators 

Explanation and translation of indicators to the local community audience took longer than 

anticipated. The indicators had to be translated from English to the local language (Swahili) 

for local community participants to understand. However, even after translation rigorous 

explanations had to be done for some terms e.g. resilience, biodiversity and interaction in 

context of management. 

Contextualization of the indicators is also crucial since “medium” rating can easily be 

interpreted as neutral, while in reality it implies a situation needing management 

intervention. Anything below “medium” may warrant rehabilitation intervention. Anything 

rated “high” or “very high” necessitate sustainability interventions. 

Understanding of indicators and their measurements was challenging at the beginning but 

with time community participants understood the process. The process made participants 

to understand more their resources and socio-ecological interactions (livelihoods and well-

being, governance, gender equity). Analysis of indicators helped participants to visualize 

strategies based on threat levels as indicated in the ranking of indicators. 

The exercise, especially group work helped participants express their perceptions of 

different indicators and threats to resources and habitats. The exercise used local examples 

expressed in local Swahili language to pass key information for understanding at the local 

level. 

Advice, lessons learned, and best practices on indicator assessment 

The following observations and conclusions can be made from the exercise 

1. Level of literacy and knowledge amongst community participants contributes a lot 

to the pace of executing the exercise 

2. There should be a separation of indicators for landscape and seascape 

3. The indicators should be domesticated to the specific needs of an individual 

seascape. In this case some questions can be merged or eliminated 

4. It is advisable for local teams to have prior definition and translation of key terms 

e.g. “indicators, resilience, biodiversity, social capital, theory of change etc.” 

5. It is advisable as much as possible to use local examples understandable to the 

audience  

6. Community participants should be given priority of participation as much as 

possible and only have other stakeholders in government and NGOs when very 

necessary 

Interpreting the results of the scoring exercise: 
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• How many people participated in the scoring exercise? Please specify gender, age, 

and socio-economic standing within the community, if possible.  

• Was the scoring exercise implemented according to the proposed guidelines or was 

it changed during implementation? If changed, what were the reasons for the 

change? 

• While interpreting the results of the scoring exercise, were there areas of 

consensus or areas where clear differences or challenges have emerged? 

• Were the categories on trends used to collect information and foster a discussion 

about changes to natural and social factors affecting the landscape over a period 

of time?  

• Were the results of the scoring exercise useful to encourage a discussion on goals 

and expected outcomes at the landscape level, as well as a typology of 

interventions for implementing desired change? 

• Please provide any advice, lessons learned, and best practices from this process. 

 

Scoring exercise 

Indicators were scored as guided in the manual but more added value was employed 

by use of “fish drawings” to illustrate level of importance of an indicator. However, 

one indicator on Q.6 on “maintenance of local crop varieties and animal breeds” was 

dropped for lack of relevance to the seascape under assessment. 

Group scoring was based on consensus to iron out any variances from individual 

assessments. At the group level, there was a lot of congruence where most groups 

ranked most indicators as medium. 

Indicator trends were used to elicit discussions especially on coral bleaching and 

mangrove degradation. Also the scoring exercise gave dimension for discussion of 

various indicators i.e. degraded and healthy. 

Advice, lessons learned, and best practices on indicator assessment 

 

1. It is advisable for local teams to use illustrations to depict level of 

importance/score. For example, in our assessment we used “fish drawings” 

to illustrate level of importance of an indicator 

Results of the Baseline Assessment: 

• How were the results of the baseline assessment validated with the community and 

local authorities, if applicable? 

• How did the scoring outcome shape the landscape strategy and project planning 

process?  

• Was the baseline assessment successful in giving a solid landscape baseline? How 

so? 
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Results of the Baseline Assessment 

Not applicable 

 

Challenges: 

• What were the main challenges faced during the consultation process?  

• At what phase of the assessment did these challenges arise (planning/ 

implementation/analyzing results)? What did the organization do to overcome these 

challenges? 

• How was the baseline assessment workshop designed to fit each community and site? 

• Was there any resistance to the baseline assessment workshops? If so, how was this 

overcome? 

• What would you recommend could be done differently or better to improve future 

assessments? 

 

Challenges 

The main challenge during mobilization for the baseline survey presence of too many 

community groups and thereby becoming a challenge to choose. There was also limited time 

for planning prior to the baseline assessment workshop. Prior knowledge of the seascape 

helped in the mobilization process. 

Workshop participants met at a single convenient site for all. There was no resistance since 

communities around the seascape perceived the workshop as continuation of previous 

activities by the Strategic Partner. 

We recommend adequate time for the community to familiarise and test the tool, more 

specifically sessions can be broken into separate days where two sessions of 3 days each can 

be held depending on the level of community knowledge and resources. 

Gender:  

• Was there any special participation by women (i.e. participation in the baseline 

assessment workshop, participation in the scoring exercise)? If yes, how vital was their 

participation in the project’s success (e.g. did they take on a leadership role, did they 

significantly contribute to engagement of certain stakeholder groups, did they 

contribute vital ideas or spur reflection of specific methods/issues, etc.)? 

• Please provide any statistics on the number of women involved in the baseline 

assessment. 

• Were actions taken to overcome gender barriers ensuring equal gender participation 

during the baseline assessment?  

• Was it necessary to make any specific arrangements (i.e. to speak to women and men 

separately; have focus groups for women and focus groups for men before gathering 

them together to ensure their meaningful participation; adapting timing schedule to 

men’s and women’s working schedules)?  

Women and men participation 
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There was 33% attendance by women who took an active role in all aspects and 

discussions during the workshop. Thus, the workshop surpassed the national threshold 

of 30% women inclusion in public participation. Moreover, this is an area where cultural 

factors prevent women from active public participation.  Active participation of women 

did not necessitate their separation during discussions.  

Indigenous Peoples:  

• Was there any special participation by IP? (I.e. participation in the baseline assessment 

workshop, participation in the scoring exercise). If so, how vital was their participation 

in the project’s success (e.g. did they take on a leadership role, did they significantly 

contribute to engagement of certain stakeholder groups, did they contribute vital ideas 

or spur reflection of specific methods/issues, etc.)? 

• Please provide any statistics on the number of IP involved in the baseline assessment.  

• Did you use a special methodology or approach to work with Indigenous communities, 

such as a participatory video, for example?  

Indigenous people 

The community comprise different local people who participated in the workshop 

Replication: 

• How easy would it be to conduct repeated implementation of the scoring exercise at 

least once or twice a year? What would be needed for regular 

implementation/replication of this exercise? 

• What mistakes should be avoided if the project were to be replicated?  

Replication 

A replication is only necessary when evaluation of changes of interventions are required, 

typically about 3-5 years. It is also necessary to do the scoring at the end of every GEF phase. 

Lessons learned: 

• Give a brief description of the good practice (300 words maximum) highlighting the 

innovative features and results achieved by the baseline assessment and community 

consultation process.  

• What are the lessons learned on conducting the exercise, work with communities, 

technical lessons, policy lessons, and M&E? 

• Describe what worked well and how this was done. 

• What were the key successes of this project? 

• What specific factors supported the success? 

Lessons Learned 

The discussions in the whole baseline assessment process provided an opportunity for 

community participants to fully understand resources and challenges facing them. There 

were also some innovations coming out of the discussions for instance use of fence traps in 

seaweed farms to catch fish foraging on seaweed. 
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Innovative modification of tools e.g. uses of drawings, translations of indicators and terms 

are useful practices that can be adopted in such exercises. 

Group work on theory of change was informative for community participants; it helped in 

understanding the results chain in addressing threats in a project context. 

Stakeholder analysis was important in identification of key stakeholders and analysis of 

authority and importance with regard to different resources in the seascape. 

Earlier long-term engagement with the community by the SP and also during the 

development of the co-management plan of the seascape and trust by the community 

helped in easier mobilization of participants. Thus, it is necessary that the SP is familiar with 

the target community. 

 


