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Abstract 

Background: Many conservation management interventions have been set up to bring win–win outcomes for both 
biodiversity conservation and the well‑being of the local communities. Nevertheless, the implementation process of 
marine protected areas (MPAs) can generate unexpected outcomes and fail to reach its objectives in addressing com‑
munities’ challenges. Therefore, it is crucial to have a better understanding of how MPAs influence the socioeconomic 
aspects of the coastal communities. This paper describes the protocol to conduct a systematic review which aims to 
explore and review the evidence that reflects the outcomes of marine site protection on poverty reduction in terms 
of economic and material living standards among the coastal communities in Southeast Asia. The review question is 
“What are the outcomes of marine site protection implementation on poverty in terms of material and economic liv‑
ing standards of coastal communities in Southeast Asia?”.

Methods: The systematic review uses rigorous search strategies and selection methods based on pre‑defined 
eligibility criteria to identify and examine published journal articles and grey literature that are available on the review 
topic. Relevant studies and grey literature will be extracted from a recent systematic map of the evidence document‑
ing the effect of marine or coastal nature conservation or natural resource management activities on human well‑
being in Southeast Asia. We will search online databases including Web of Science Core Collection, Ovid  Medline®, 
Environmental Complete, Scopus, as well as Google Scholar and sources of grey literature for any additional literature 
available since the evidence map was created. For this review, the populations of interest are from coastal commu‑
nities in the Southeast Asia region. Comparators to marine site protection will be no intervention and/or pre‑MPA 
implementation. The economic and material living standards, which are the poverty domains, will be evaluated as 
outcomes. Once we have identified relevant literature, we will perform a critical appraisal, data extraction, and synthe‑
sis appropriate to the type of literature found, to investigate the effect of marine site protection on poverty reduction.
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Background
In the early 1980s, there was a paradigm shift in con-
servation from the prevailing top-down protectionist 
approach to an approach that is more sensitive to the 
rights and needs of local people [1]. The shift occurred 
partly due to the disproportionate costs of conservation 
imposed on often poorer communities in developing 
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countries, and due to the recognition of importance of 
gaining local communities’ support to achieve conserva-
tion goals [2, 3]. This led to the introduction of the con-
cept of integrated protected areas, which has dual goals 
of nature conservation and poverty reduction among the 
local community. Despite the goals having been rein-
vented this way, the evaluation in terms of social outcome 
of many protected areas remains poorly understood due 
to the lack of evaluation in this area as compared to that 
in the biological domains. In addition, there has been 
mixed evidence of the direction and strength of reported 
social outcomes of protected areas [2, 4, 5].

The definition of coastal community is not consistent 
across the literature, but it can be described as a human 
settlement along a thin strip of coastal land or on the 
water along the boundaries between the sea and the land, 
including seaside towns and ports [6]. Coastal communi-
ties have benefited in terms of human health and well-
being from numerous ecosystem services provided by the 
sea and coastal areas such as protein-rich food, economic 
development of the tourism sector, commercial fisher-
ies, sociocultural benefits, and natural defence against 
floods and storms. Demand for these ecosystem services 
has increased, despite the acknowledgment of the marine 
environment deterioration caused by it. This has led to a 
global increase of systematic and integrative marine gov-
ernance especially in Southeast Asian (SEA) countries, 
which consist of many low- and middle-income countries 
with richness and abundance of biodiversity owing to 
their tropical ecosystem [7].

Several coastal communities including those in the 
SEA region have reported problems with the accessibility 
of sufficient water, food, and energy sources [8–11]. Fur-
thermore, the implementation of marine site protection 
in coastal areas can be challenging for coastal commu-
nities especially for smallholder farmers, fishermen, and 
vulnerable and marginalised populations [2, 12–15]. The 
loss of economic opportunities together with a frequent 
lack of infrastructure in the underdeveloped areas may 
then undermine their health, nutrition, and quality of life 
[6].

On the other hand, there is also evidence for the posi-
tive effects of MPAs on the welfare of coastal commu-
nities. In a previous review article that examined the 
outcomes of MPA establishment on human welfare, it 
was concluded that food security among local people 
remained stable or increased following MPA estab-
lishment. An increase was also observed in resource 
rights of the locals, and the effects were positively cor-
related with the MPA zoning [16]. Moreover, a previ-
ous study showed that the local coastal communities in 
the United Kingdom generally perceived improvement 

in their social, economic, and environmental benefits 
after 2  years (2008–2010) of MPA establishment in 
Lyme Bay, United Kingdom [17]. Taken together, the 
outcomes of MPAs on human welfare or well-being 
appear mixed. The heterogeneity is perhaps due to the 
different geographical locations, different marine poli-
cies and governances, and the sociocultural situations 
of the coastal communities. Therefore, it has been 
assumed that if MPAs are established, it will change 
the economic and material living standards of coastal 
communities because MPAs can result in increased 
local fish catch but can also restrict access to marine 
resources, especially among marginalised and vulner-
able populations.

There are various systematic review methodolo-
gies [18]. This paper aims to describe the agreed pro-
cess that will be undertaken when conducting the 
systematic review which will gather evidence from 
many different countries and different authors, so that 
a standardised process can be followed. This system-
atic review will synthesise the available evidence on the 
outcome of marine site protection on poverty among 
the coastal communities in the SEA region. By system-
atically reviewing the evidence and context of individ-
ual case studies, this greater understanding can support 
efforts to minimise any negative effects of MPA on the 
local community [19–22]. The information may be used 
as evidence to formulate regulations related to conser-
vation and human welfare in the marine site protection 
areas which could help increase acceptance of the local 
community towards MPA policy. This is important as 
the policymakers in the future may establish more 
coastal areas as MPAs based on the current trend.

Stakeholder engagement
The systematic review topic and questions have been 
formulated based on the findings/outcomes from a 
stakeholder meeting conducted on 22 March 2018 at 
Kota Kinabalu, Sabah. The attendees of the stakeholder 
meeting included government agencies, non-govern-
mental agencies (NGOs), tour operators, and the local 
communities of Sabah. The research team had con-
ducted several interviews with key local stakeholders 
in Tun Mustapha Park (TMP), Sabah, including coastal 
communities and representatives from relevant govern-
ment agencies to further gather insights and develop 
the framework of the study. Additional input and feed-
back were sought from researchers in the wider Blue 
Communities Programme team, developmental and 
fisheries experts, local and international NGOs via 
informal meetings, interviews, and conversations.
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Objectives of the review
The primary objective of the proposed systematic review 
is to examine the effect of implementation of marine site 
protection on poverty among the coastal communities 
in SEA. The definition of poverty in this study follows 
the definition provided by World Bank. Those who live 
on less than US$1.90 per day is considered as extreme 
poverty, whereas those who live on between $1.90 and 
$3.10 per day is considered as moderate poverty. In addi-
tion, we will also refer to the poverty line provided by the 
government of the research country. The present study 
is limited to the poverty measurement on economic and 
material living standards as defined in Table 2. These two 
domains were chosen because both domains are com-
monly reported in the site protection literature, based 
on the recent systematic map that focused on the SEA 
region [7]. We acknowledge that a multidimensional pov-
erty concept may reflect a better assessment of poverty 
level in a population as compared to the income-based 
measurement as suggested by the World Bank. Neverthe-
less, it was not considered due to the difficulty in having 
a common standard measure of poverty across different 
studies in this review.

Review question
This protocol for a systematic review is intended to 
answer the following question: “What are the outcomes 
of marine site protection implementation on poverty 
in terms of material and economic living standards of 
coastal communities in SEA?”. The components of the 
question according to the PICO (Population–Interven-
tion–Comparator–Outcomes) framework are listed as 
follows:

Population: coastal communities in Southeast Asia 
(including communities living within the coastline and 
on islands).

Intervention: marine site protection.
Comparator: any comparator which falls under one of 

the followings; (i) a different site with no marine protec-
tion, (ii) the same site, before the marine protection was 
implemented, (iii) a different site, with another marine 
protection implementation.

Outcomes: economic and material living standards.

Identification of review topic
A recent systematic map by Eales et  al. [7] identified 
281 studies on the outcome of marine management and 
conservation interventions on human well-being in the 
developing countries of SEA. The systematic map gives 
a general overview on the available database of evidence 
for on-site protection interventions to human health and 
well-being. It also identified several knowledge clusters, 
including studies that investigated the links between 

marine site protection and economic living standards. 
The present systematic review will use the information 
and literature gathered from the systematic map to iden-
tify relevant studies related to marine site protection and 
poverty reduction in the coastal communities from the 
systematic map. We will also search for additional docu-
ments from the online databases and grey literature. Like 
the systematic map, the present study will investigate all 
the evidence from 11 SEA countries.

Methods
In the systematic review, the marine site protection will 
be defined as the marine sites that are either being man-
aged formally by the ‘national and local government’, 
‘non-governmental organisations’, or ‘people’s organisa-
tions’ for environmental conservation such as Marine 
Protected Area (MPA). The systematic review will follow 
the guidelines for systematic reviews from environmen-
tal management issued by the Collaboration for Environ-
mental Evidence [23] and the guideline from Reporting 
Standards for Systematic Evidence Syntheses (ROSES) 
(Additional file 2) [24].

Studies identified by the systematic map
Part of the developed systematic map [7] yielded a library 
of studies that examined the interaction between marine 
site protection and poverty reduction in SEA. Specifi-
cally, the map compiled 129 documents that described 
the interactions across the topics of site protection to 
economic and material living standards of coastal com-
munities in the SEA region. These documents will be the 
primary materials used in this study. In this systematic 
map, the last bibliographic database search was under-
taken in August 2019. Additional searches will be under-
taken from August 2019 onwards at online databases of 
Web of Science Core Collection, Ovid  Medline®, Envi-
ronmental Complete, Scopus, and Google Scholar plat-
forms to extract recently available literature. Relevant 
grey literature will be extracted from the systematic map, 
and we will perform additional grey literature searches in 
the websites described in Additional file 3.

We will remove duplication of all retrieved documents 
from our search strategies and the previous systematic 
map by using EndNote remove duplication feature to 
avoid redundancy during screening. A worksheet (Excel) 
will be created containing information on every step 
taken including information such as search date, search 
string used, search restrictions, source organisation, and 
web address.

Search strategy
The search string was developed in two sub-strings of 
intervention and outcome terms. We adapted the search 
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strings from the recent systematic map [7]. The search 
string in Table 1 will be used in the search of databases 
from the Web of Science Core Collection, Scopus, Ovid 
 Medline®, and Environmental Complete. The search 
string will be adapted for Google Scholar according to its 
search capability.

Comprehensiveness of the search
Eleven key research papers that are relevant to the MPA 
and economic and material living standards have been 
identified from the systematic map [7]. These studies 
(attached in Additional file  1) were used as benchmark 
studies when the search strings were developed. Initial 
scoping performed in Web of Science Core Collection, 
Scopus, Ovid  Medline®, Environmental Complete, and 
Google Scholar with the search string resulted about 
3658 potentially relevant articles.

Article screening and study eligibility criteria
Articles will be evaluated for inclusion at two succes-
sive stages by using the study inclusion criteria described 
in Table  2. At Stage 1, two reviewers (R1 and R2) will 
screen the titles and abstracts to agree on which papers 
to include or exclude. Reviewers will review the abstracts 
and reject those not aligned with the eligibility criteria in 
Table 2, while documenting the decisions.

At Stage 2, R1 will retrieve the full paper of the included 
abstracts. These papers will be divided among three pairs 
of reviewers (R1/R4, R2/R3, and R5/R6) who will conduct 
the full-text screening according to the eligibility criteria 
in Table 2.

Several studies that fulfil the PICO inclusion cri-
teria will be shared with reviewers as learning tools 
before proceeding with the screenings. A list of stud-
ies rejected based on full-text assessment will be pro-
vided in an appendix of the full report, together with 
the reasons for exclusion. Consistency checking will be 
done at stages 1 and 2. At stage 1, approximately 10% 
of titles and abstracts will be double screened. Any dis-
crepancies will be discussed and resolved between the 

two reviewers. Where both reviewers cannot reach 
agreement, the paper will move to the next stage. The 
reviewers will include a study whenever there is uncer-
tainty regarding its relevance, e.g., when information 
in the abstract is deficient, unavailable, or missing. If 
the inter-rater agreement is lower than 80%, the dou-
ble screening and consistency checking will be repeated 
for another 10% of the articles. Once at least 80% inter-
rater agreement is reached, the remaining of the total 
number of the titles and abstracts will be divided into 
two for single screening at stage 1.

At stage 2, at least 10% of full texts will be screened 
by all the reviewers. Any discrepancies will be dis-
cussed and resolved by the whole reviewer group. If 
the inter-rater agreement is lower than 80%, the dou-
ble screening and consistency checking will be repeated 
for another 10% of the articles. Once at least 80% inter-
rater agreement is reached, the remaining of the total 
number of full texts will be divided so that each of the 
six reviewers can undertake single screening. Alongside 
percentage agreements, the kappa statistic will be used 
to check for inter-rater reliability [25].

Study validity assessment
Eligible studies will be subjected to critical appraisal. 
The studies will be evaluated for methodological qual-
ity by using the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) critical 
appraisal checklist for cross sectional, case control, 
cohort, prevalence, and qualitative study types, given 
in Additional file 4. The JBI critical appraisal tools have 
been tested and extensively used for evidence synthe-
ses in the field of healthcare. If there are any modifica-
tions that need to be made according to the difference 
between health (JBI designed the tools for health stud-
ies) and environmental studies, we will make these 
changes and clarify what these changes are in the final 
report. It is unlikely we will know exactly what these 
changes will be until we have tested a sample of eligible 
studies from our review.

Table 1 Search string that will be used in the search of the literature in the Web of Science Core Collection, Scopus, Ovid Medline® 
and Environmental Complete databases

Search string

Intervention terms (“marine protect*” OR “marine reserve*” OR “marine refug*” OR “marine park*” OR “partial closure” OR “no$take zone” OR “no$trawl*” 
OR “marine conservation zone” OR “nature park”) OR “mangrove protect*” OR “mangrove reserve*” OR “mangrove refug*” OR “man‑
grove park*” OR mangrove management)
AND

Outcome terms (poverty OR impoverish* OR unemploy* OR non‑employ* OR depriv* OR disadvantaged OR disparit* OR underprivilege* OR 
inequit* OR inequalit* OR needy* OR “resource$poor” OR penury* OR privation* OR destitut* OR vulnerab* OR “socio$econom*” OR 
“low$income” OR economy OR economic* OR inequit* OR equit* OR “resource$rich” OR advantaged OR employ* OR “high$income” 
OR income OR livelihood* OR “standard of living” OR “living standard”)
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Data extraction strategy
Data from the included studies including the informa-
tion on the study design, the measures of economic 
and material status, and the reported outcome will 
be extracted and summarised in a standardised evi-
dence table. The extracted information will be based 
on the PICO elements, and the recorded outcomes will 
include study design, method used, date of data col-
lection, population type (intervention), age category, 
ethnicity, description of intervention, comparator, and 
intervention outcomes (Additional file 5). The extracted 
information will be used to measure the effects of inter-
ventions on poverty in coastal communities in SEA.

When necessary, we will ask authors of relevant arti-
cles to supply data and/or further information. This will 
primarily be done when data/key information is either 
missing or insufficient.

Potential effect modifiers and reasons 
for heterogeneity
Several potential effect modifiers that may contrib-
ute to heterogeneity in the outcome will be identified 
during the full-text screening and recorded for all the 
studies included in this review. A non-exhaustive list of 
potential effect modifiers is given as follows:

1. Weather and/or climatic conditions.
2. Socioeconomic status.
3. Type of fishing sectors (commercial, traditional, or 

recreational).
4. Likelihood of natural disaster (floods, typhoons, seis-

mic/volcanic activity).
5. Sociocultural factors e.g., dominant religion, societal 

structure.
6. Size of communities (area and number of people).
7. Age-structure of communities.

Table 2 Eligibility criteria

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion

Types of study Any primary study with a comparator, including observational 
and manipulative

Simulation studies, review papers, and policy discussions

Studies which are in the English language. Note: majority of 
conservation papers from previous systematic map related to 
SEA regions are in English, hence the language of choice

Studies which are in languages other than English

Population Populations in the villages/urban areas within the coastline 
(any community classified as coastal by the authors of each 
study) in the SEA region. SEA is composed of 11 countries: 
Brunei, Burma (Myanmar), Cambodia, Timor‑Leste, Indonesia, 
Laos, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam

Populations outside of the coastline in the Southeast Asia region

Interventions Studies that reported about marine sites that are either being 
managed formally by the ‘national and local government’ or 
‘non‑governmental organisations’ or ‘people’s organisations’ in 
the Southeast Asia region, for environmental conservation

Studies without any intervention related to marine sites

Outcome measures Poverty status in terms of economic or/and material living 
standards. We followed the definition according to the system‑
atic map (Garside and Eales 2020 in press):

Studies that did not report poverty status in terms of the eco‑
nomic and material living status

Economic living standards include measures of income, 
employment, employment opportunities, wealth/poverty, sav‑
ings, payments, and loans

Material living standards include measures of access to and 
availability of food, fibre, fuel and basic infrastructure (electric‑
ity, water, telecommunications, and transportation); provision 
of shelter; and assets owned (e.g., television)

Comparison Any comparator which falls under one of the followings: No comparator

(i) A different site with no marine protection

(ii) The same site, before the marine protection was imple‑
mented

(iii) A different site, with another marine protection implemen‑
tation
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Data synthesis and presentation
A narrative synthesis of data from all studies included in 
the review will be generated to describe the strength and 
validity of the evidence base along with the study find-
ings. Tables and figures will be produced to summarise 
these results. Where data are suitably comparable, meta-
analysis will be considered. For this, the effect sizes will 
be standardised and weighted appropriately, for example, 
using the inverse of the variance.

If meta-analysis of effect sizes is possible, it will take 
the form of random-effects models. Full details of meta-
analysis methods will be presented in the review report. 
Meta-regressions or subgroup analysis of categories 
of studies will also be performed where enough studies 
report common sources of heterogeneity. Publication 
bias and sensitivity analysis using critical appraisal cat-
egories will be carried out where possible. Overall effects 
will be presented visually in plots of mean effect sizes and 
variance in the systematic review.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s13750‑ 022‑ 00255‑1.

Additional file 1: Benchmark studies.

Additional file 2: ROSES checklist.

Additional file 3: Websites for additional grey literature searches.

Additional file 4: JBI critical appraisal checklist.

Additional file 5: Data extraction sheet.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank all our colleagues within the Blue Communities project 
for their direct or indirect support for this project. A special thanks also to 
Nguyen Phuong Thao from the Blue Communities team for their inputs in 
this paper. We also thank Ranita Hisham (Librarian) for her help during search 
string development.

Authors’ contributions
This systematic review protocol has been drafted mainly by MAZ. JS, MIMN, JE, 
and EJ also contributed considerably during the drafting stage, which was led 
by JS as a team. MAZ, JS, NAY, and JE finalised the search string, article screen‑
ing, and study inclusion criteria. NAY and MAZ contributed on formatting 
of the draft. MZ, GHC, AYHT, JS, MIMN, and FK contributed during the initial 
stage of the project including the stakeholder engagement and searching of 
relevant review question. JE, RG, and MZ contributed significantly on the tech‑
nical aspects on the SLR. FK guided for the poverty aspects in the manuscript. 
All authors critically reviewed, edited, and added text to the draft. All authors 
read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This research has received funding in part from the Global Challenges 
Research Fund (GCRF) UK via the delivery partner, United Kingdom Research 
and Innovation (UKRI) under Grant Agreement Reference NE/P021107/1 to the 
Blue Communities project and Universiti Malaya (Grant No.: IF052‑2107).

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests. The funder had no role in the 
design of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the 
writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to publish the results.

Author details
1 Department of Urban and Regional Planning, Faculty of Built Environment, 
Universiti Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 2 Department of Basic Health 
Sciences, Faculty of Pharmacy, MAHSA University, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 
3 Department of Primary Care Medicine, Faculty of Medicine, Universiti 
Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 4 Department of Social and Preventive 
Medicine, Faculty of Medicine, Center for Population Health, Universiti Malaya, 
50603 Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 5 Faculty of Public Health, Universitas Airlangga, 
Surabaya, Indonesia. 6 Faculty of Science, Institute of Biological Sciences, 
Universiti Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 7 Faculty of Business Management, 
Universiti Teknologi MARA , 26400 Shah Alam, Pahang, Malaysia. 8 European 
Centre for Environment and Human Health, College of Medicine and Health, 
University of Exeter, Knowledge Spa, Truro TR1 3HD, UK. 9 College of Fisheries 
and Aquatic Sciences, Western Philippines University, Puerto Princesa, Pala‑
wan, Philippines. 10 Centre for Civilisational Dialogue, Universiti Malaya, Kuala 
Lumpur, Malaysia. 

Received: 21 May 2021   Accepted: 5 January 2022

References
 1. Campbell BM, Sayer J, Walker B. Navigating trade‑offs: working for conser‑

vation and development outcomes. Ecol Soc. 2010;15:6.
 2. Gurney GG, Cinner J, Ban NC, Pressey RL, Pollnac R, Campbell SJ, et al. 

Poverty and protected areas: an evaluation of a marine integrated 
conservation and development project in Indonesia. Glob Environ Chang 
Hum Policy Dimens. 2014;26:98–107.

 3. Sunderlin W, Angelsen A, Belcher B, Burgers P, Nasi R, Santoso L, et al. Live‑
lihoods, forests, and conservation in developing countries: an overview. 
World Dev. 2005;33:1383–402.

 4. Andam K, Ferraro P, Sims K, Healy A, Holland M. Protected areas 
reduced poverty in Costa Rica and Thailand. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 
2010;107:9996–10001.

 5. Maliao RJ, Polohan BB. Evaluating the impacts of mangrove rehabilitation 
in Cogtong Bay, Philippines. Environ Manage. 2008;41(3):414–24.

 6. Azzeri A, Ching GH, Jaafar H, Noor MIM, Razi NA, Then AYH, et al. A review 
of published literature regarding health issues of coastal communities 
in Sabah, Malaysia. Int J Env Res Public Health. 2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3390/ ijerp h1705 1533.

 7. Eales J, Bethel A, Fullam J, Olmesdahl S, Wulandari P, Garside R. What is the 
evidence documenting the effects of marine or coastal nature conserva‑
tion or natural resource management activities on human well‑being in 
South East Asia? A systematic map. Environ Int. 2021;151:106397.

 8. Alva S, Johnson K, Jacob A, D’Agnes H, Mantovani R, Evans T. Marine 
protected areas and children’s dietary diversity in the Philippines. Popul 
Environ. 2016;37(3):341–61.

 9. Cunningham K, Ferguson E, Ruel M, Uauy R, Kadiyala S, Menon P, et al. 
Water, sanitation, and hygiene practices mediate the association 
between women’s empowerment and child length‑for‑age z‑scores in 
Nepal. Matern Child Nutr. 2019. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ mcn. 12638.

 10. Kamat VR, Kinshella MLW. Food insecurity and coping strategies in 
a marine protected area in southeastern Tanzania. Ecol Food Nutr. 
2018;57(3):187–205.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-022-00255-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-022-00255-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051533
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051533
https://doi.org/10.1111/mcn.12638


Page 7 of 7Zain et al. Environmental Evidence            (2022) 11:2  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 11. Masud MM, Kari F, Yahaya SRB, Al‑Amin AQ. Livelihood assets and vulner‑
ability context of marine park community development in Malaysia. Soc 
Indic Res. 2016;125(3):771–92.

 12. Abernethy KE, Bodin O, Olsson P, Hilly Z, Schwarz A. Two steps for‑
ward, two steps back: the role of innovation in transforming towards 
community‑based marine resource management in Solomon Islands. 
Glob Environ Chang Hum Policy Dimens. 2014;28:309–21.

 13. Gjertsen H. Can habitat protection lead to improvements in human well‑
being? Evidence from marine protected areas in the Philippines. World 
Dev. 2005;33(2):199–217.

 14. Manejar AJA, Sandoy LMH, Subade RF. Linking marine biodiversity 
conservation and poverty alleviation: a case study in selected rural 
communities of Sagay Marine Reserve, Negros Occidental. Mar Policy. 
2019;104:12–8.

 15. Scherl LM, Wilson A, Wild R, Blockhus J, Phil F, Mcneely J, et al. Can pro‑
tected areas contribute to poverty reduction? UK: Thanet Press Limited, 
IUCN; 2004.

 16. Mascia MB, Claus CA, Naidoo R. Impacts of marine protected areas on 
fishing communities. Conserv Biol. 2010;24(5):1424–9.

 17. Rees SE, Attrill MJ, Austen MC, Mangi SC, Rodwell LD. A thematic 
cost‑benefit analysis of a marine protected area. J Environ Manag. 
2013;114:476–85.

 18. Munn Z, Stern C, Aromataris E, Lockwood C, Jordan Z. What kind of 
systematic review should I conduct? A proposed typology and guidance 
for systematic reviewers in the medical and health sciences. BMC Med 
Res Methodol. 2018;18(1):5.

 19. Cohen PJ, Evans LS, Mills M. Social networks supporting governance of 
coastal ecosystems in Solomon Islands. Conserv Lett. 2012;5(5):376–86.

 20. Edgar GJ. Does the global network of marine protected areas provide an 
adequate safety net for marine biodiversity? Aquat Conserv Mar Freshw 
Ecosyst. 2011;21(4):313–6.

 21. Islam GMN, Noh KM, Yew TS, Mohd Noh AF. Assessing environmental 
damage to marine protected area: a case of Perhentian Marine Park in 
Malaysia. J Agric Sci. 2013;5(8):132–41.

 22. Vance‑Borland K, Holley J. Conservation stakeholder network mapping, 
analysis, and weaving. Conserv Lett. 2011;4(4):278–88.

 23. Goulas A, Belhadi D, Descamps A, Andremont A, Benoit P, Courtois S, 
Dagot C, Grall N, Makowski D, Nazaret S, Nélieu S. How effective are 
strategies to control the dissemination of antibiotic resistance in the 
environment? A systematic review. Environ Evid. 2021. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1186/ s13750‑ 020‑ 0187‑x.

 24. Haddaway NR, Macura B, Whaley P, Pullin AS. ROSES RepOrting standards 
for Systematic Evidence Syntheses: pro forma, flow‑diagram and descrip‑
tive summary of the plan and conduct of environmental systematic 
reviews and systematic maps. Environ Evid. 2018. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s13750‑ 018‑ 0121‑7.

 25. McHugh ML. Interrater reliability: the kappa statistic. Biochem Med. 
2012;22(3):276–82.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-020-0187-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-020-0187-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-018-0121-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-018-0121-7

	What are the outcomes of marine site protection on poverty of coastal communities in Southeast Asia? A systematic review protocol
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 

	Background
	Stakeholder engagement

	Objectives of the review
	Review question

	Identification of review topic
	Methods
	Studies identified by the systematic map
	Search strategy

	Comprehensiveness of the search
	Article screening and study eligibility criteria
	Study validity assessment
	Data extraction strategy
	Potential effect modifiers and reasons for heterogeneity
	Data synthesis and presentation
	Acknowledgements
	References




