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dependency on external consultants and NGOs without empowering local stakeholders in the 
sustainability of MPAs.  

 

Without strong sustained political commitment, Aichi targets will not be met 

For the Aichi target of 10% of coastal area protected to be attained, the surface area of MPAs 
to be created by 2020 in the 12 nautical mile zone has been estimated at around 49,000 km2. 
Considering current and projected resources over the period 2015-2020, and the need to 
effectively manage existing MPAs as well as the ones to be created, the total funding gap 
for attainment of the Aichi target scenario is over €7bn for the 12 countries studied.  

The funding gap for this scenario is estimated at €1.162bn for the non-EU countries in the 
study (Albania, Egypt, Israel, Monaco and Tunisia). This corresponds to the creation of 
5,738 km² of MPAs in the countries studies (compared with 712 km² currently in MPAs). 
The funding gap is estimated to about €5.839bn for the EU countries in the study (Croatia, 
Cyprus, France, Greece, Italy, Slovenia, and Spain). This estimate is for the creation of 
34,141 km² of MPAs (compared with 45,999 km² currently in MPAs – excluding the Pelagos 
sanctuary). 

Thus, unless, strong political support is mobilized now, the Aichi target will not be meet in 
2020, and is not likely to be met in the following years. 

Though large compared with the budget for MPA funding, this funding gap seems quite small 
when it is considered that MPAs are a major contributor to international tourism activities in 
the Mediterranean and that it only represents 3.6% of the annual revenues of international 
tourism in the Mediterranean, estimated at €190bn in 2011. 

 

The international community is key to developing MPA funding… 

There is strong commitment from the international community for investing in MPAs. 
The region received financial support amounting to €37,193,373, channeled through bilateral 
Official Development Assistance (€7,496,524), the GEF (€5,746,120), the EU LIFE programs 
(€23,950,729) and international NGO investments (€4,903,269) over the period 2010–2014.  

Financial resources from international cooperation are a useful instrument for raising 
additional funding from central governments, NGOs, and the private sector. In the 
Mediterranean region, co-funding from governments amounted to €36m over the period 
2010–2014. National contributions supplementing international grants demonstrate strong 
commitment from recipient countries, as they have to be integrated into national accounts. 

International financial resources triggered national strategies for a Marine Protected 
Areas network. International financial flows have triggered national strategies for the 
creation and enhancement of a Marine Protected Areas network, including the marine Natura 
2000 network in the case of EU countries. They have provided financial support for the first 
stages of development of Marine Protected Areas. However, more effort is needed to 
consolidate the impetus to upgrade MPAs to the autonomous phase. 
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… while national support provides essential operational funding   

There is a strong variability in financial support from international cooperation for 
Marine Protected Areas. The financial resources devoted to Marine Protected Areas are 
committed on a project basis and within the program cycle of multilateral donors. Once a 
project is over, the flow of financial resources stops. This situation may be a source of 
financial vulnerability for countries that are highly dependant on international cooperation for 
Marine Protected Areas. This is mainly the case for the southern countries of the 
Mediterranean region. 

National budgets are fairly constant over the study period and essential for the 
operating activities of Marine Protected Areas. The national expenditures for EU countries 
devoted to Marine Protected Areas amounted to €120,735,331 during the period studied. 
France, Spain, Italy and Croatia account for the largest share of total national expenditures. 
For non-EU countries, total national expenditures amounted to €2,647,253 over the period 
2012-2014. Financial flows to Protected Areas or MPAs are rather dependent on allocations 
made within the general budget. The central budget is mainly devoted to the functioning of 
operating resources whose activities support MPA management programs, mainly allocated 
for staff salaries. Another part of the central budget is devoted to key activities such as 
inspections, monitoring, specific scientific studies, and zoning, among others. There is no 
transfer of financial resources to MPA structures, but these allocations are meant to mitigate 
the financial burden on MPAs. 

 

Recommendation 

Business planning cannot be performed without a management plan. The cost estimate 
for effective management of an MPA assumes that the MPA has identified the activities 
needed for implementation of this level of management. This assumes that the MPA has 
developed its management plans and defined clear objectives and associated activities to be 
implemented. Management planning is essential for assessing the funding gap at the local 
level and is thus a precondition to ensuring the sustainability of the financial strategy. 

Financial needs could be partly covered by local mechanisms, including local public 
support. In addition, innovative funding mechanisms should be developed: entrance and user 
fees, earmarking of charges collectable under the occupation of public land, etc. 

The preference for project-based international funding may increase the vulnerability of 
recipient countries in pursuing the recommendations derived from international funding 
projects. In the absence of supplemental funding, national budgets have to take over from 
international funding to maintain the progress achieved, in a context of budget restrictions and 
financial crisis. 

Regional cooperation should be strengthened to achieve more complementary and joint 
management, optimizing the consumption of resources. 
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Mediterranean countries should undertake studies on their needs for MPA system 
management. National government budget decision-makers have no clear data on the needs, 
benefits, and cost-effectiveness of increasing MPA system investment. They should also 
precisely identify associated activities to ensure that results can be compared across countries 
and the accuracy of assessment at the Mediterranean level. 

Comparison between MPAs in different countries is difficult given the wide diversity of MPA 
models. Aggregated values at the regional level should thus be used with caution and take 
account of national and MPA characteristics. However, analysis could be deepened at the 
European level. 

Assessment of Mediterranean MPA benefits should be pursued to justify investments. 
The economic contribution of Marine Protected Areas is still both poorly documented and 
poorly understood and, therefore, under-valued by decision makers. MPA management is thus 
viewed as a cost, rather than as an investment. 

 

Looking Ahead 

As an initial attempt to quantify the funding gap for ideal management of the MPA network in 
the Mediterranean, the results presented in this report should be considered as a baseline for 
further analysis. This study may also serve as background for the development of regional 
funding mechanisms such as trust funds for marine biodiversity conservation, or blue carbon 
programs.  
This evaluation should be backed on the local scale by sound financial strategy and 
planning from managers in order to guarantee that funding gaps may be bridged in the near 
future.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) have been designed as a strategic tool for the long-term 
conservation of the marine environment, including species, habitats, ecosystems and their 
services, as well as to ensure sustainable management and use of marine resources. 

In spite of increasing efforts to strengthen and develop MPAs in the region, the level of 
success and continuity over time of MPAs depends directly on the size and capacity of their 
management teams, and their ability to work under appropriate conditions (Watson et al., 
2014) and thus indirectly depends on the budget available to support management teams and 
actions. 

Sufficient financial resources are a precondition to ensuring that MPAs are well-managed and 
play their role in the preservation of biodiversity. However, MPAs remain underfunded, 
resulting in less efficient protection of species and habitats, as the level of MPA management 
heavily depends on funding and financial strategies. The insecure financial situation of MPAs 
sets off a cascade of management problems: funds are necessary to hire staff, manage and 
monitor the protected area, invest in infrastructure and carry out research on local species and 
habitats. 

Establishing sustainable funding for MPAs is therefore a prerequisite to enabling MPAs attain 
effective management. It is considered that the problem of underfunding derives directly from 
a lack of reliable information regarding the costs of MPA management and creation.  

This report presents the results of a study aimed at improving knowledge of these costs in 
Mediterranean MPAs. It highlights resource mobilization across the Mediterranean devoted to 
covering overall costs related to the effective management of MPAs in this region. The report 
provides updates on the available information regarding international and national financial 
resources per country along with current expenditures and the resources needed for effective 
management of local MPAs in the Mediterranean region. Finally, comparison of the available 
funding with costs for individual site management provides an indication of the funding gap 
for effective management of MPAs in the region, and for attainment of the Aichi target of 
10% of the marine area protected by 2020. 

The report builds on MedPAN, RAC/SPA and WWF initiatives, generates comprehensive and 
standardized data that can be further used to make recommendations for strengthening MPA 
funding. It has been prepared to serve as a tool for improving the financial sustainability of 
the MPA system in the Mediterranean region. 
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1.1. Context of the study 

Key Points: 

Under Aichi Target 11, to ensure the resilience and provision of essential services by marine 
ecosystems, Parties of the Strategic Plan for biodiversity have pledged to conserve 10 percent 
of their coastal and marine areas through effectively and equitably managed ecologically 
representative and well-connected systems of Protected Areas by 2020. 

The target of 10% protection of Mediterranean waters is far from being achieved: the 677 
MPAs inventoried in the 2012 Status of Mediterranean MPAs cover a total surface area of 
almost 114,600 km², which is about 4.56% of the Mediterranean; and only 1.08% 
excluding the Pelagos Sanctuary (87,500 km²). 

Within the 12 nautical mile zone, only 2.5% of Mediterranean territorial waters are 
protected through a system of national Protected Areas (if the Pelagos sanctuary and its 
contribution of 5.5% is excluded). In 2012, many MPAs in the Mediterranean still faced 
operational difficulties due to insufficient budget to finance their operating costs: among 
the 677 existing Mediterranean MPAs, it was estimated that several hundred had no budget at 
all. This lack of funding threatens the performance of MPAs in protecting the marine 
environment. 

1.1.1. International context: the strategic plan for biodiversity 2011-2020 and the 
Aichi targets 

Within the framework of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), member countries 
drew up a revised and updated strategic plan for 2011-2020 to pursue the goals of biodiversity 
conservation, sustainable use and equitable benefit sharing. The strategic plan comprises 20 
targets, known as the Aichi targets, which cover a whole range of objectives addressing the 
underlying causes of biodiversity loss, direct and indirect pressures on biodiversity and 
ecosystems, enhancing good practices for biodiversity conservation and safeguarding 
ecosystems and their ecological services. 

National Biodiversity Strategies and Actions Plans (NBSAP) are the main policy instruments 
for including biodiversity conservation in national policy and economic sectors in order to 
maintain and protect the ecological services that are essential for human well-being. Protected 
Areas are the centerpiece of these national strategies and policies, with a long tradition of 
activities preserving the most significant ecosystems and species over time. Due to the 
multiple pressures resulting from development and continuous population growth, Protected 
Areas have also become a major contributor to social and economic wealth, by demonstrating 
the economic value of the ecological services they provide to local communities, and the need 
to create self-sustaining institutions at the local and regional level. 

Aichi Target 11, included in the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity adopted in 2010, states that 
“by 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and 
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marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem 
services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically 
representative and well-connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based 
conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscape and seascapes.” 

In order to meet their obligations States must first create a sufficient number of MPAs and 
subsequently take the necessary conservation measures to ensure the long-term survival of 
these Protected Areas. In practice, a wide variety of activities are necessary for the effective 
management of national MPA systems. These activities may include field studies and 
monitoring, development of management plans, habitat restoration, user education, etc. 

Despite the significant progress in achieving this, more effort is needed to overcome some of 
the obstacles encountered by Protected Areas (and MPAs) (UNEP/CBD/COP/12/9/Add1, 
2014):  

▪ Further effort in communication strategies and campaigns to increase awareness of 
biodiversity and its value and of ways to support conservation and sustainable use; 

▪ Further effort in the assessment of the socioeconomic implications of biodiversity loss 
and in identifying the main drivers motivating behavior for biodiversity conservation; 

▪ Development of integrated policies to address habitat loss and degradation, covering 
positive and negative incentives; 

▪ Promotion of stakeholder engagement with the general public, sector groups and 
indigenous communities; and 

▪ Greater use of innovative fisheries management systems (joint management) that 
provide fishers and local communities with a greater stake in the long-term health of 
fish stocks; further effort to reform unsustainable subsidies of fishing practices. 

These shortcomings have financial implications for national and regional authorities and MPA 
managers. However, despite an increase in international funding for biodiversity (and MPA 
management), the capacity to implement the Convention’s targets, in terms of trained staff, 
financial resources and technical material, is limited in many countries, in particular in the 
least developed ones. Funding assessments available for Aichi target implementation suggest 
that much greater investment in biodiversity conservation is needed (Convention on 
Biological Diversity, 2013). 

1.1.2. Marine Protected Areas systems in the Mediterranean 

While representing less than 1% of world oceans, the Mediterranean is one of the world's 
biodiversity hotspots: the 21 Mediterranean coastal states count between 4 and 18% of all 
known marine species and the second highest percentage of endemic species in the world 
(Mouillot et al., 2011; Coll et al., 2011). The Mediterranean is also one of the maritime areas 
where human activity is the most intensive. Since the 1960s, heavy fishing pressure, high 
population density (150 million inhabitants live on the Mediterranean coast and 170 million 
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tourists visit it each year1), growing pollution, and future temperature increase have justified 
the need for protection of species and habitats, through the creation of Marine Protected Areas 
(MPAs).  

In this report, the definition used for an MPA is the latest one provided by the IUCN (Dudley, 
2008) and adapted to the marine environment in a study jointly undertaken by MedPAN and 
RAC/SPA: 

“a marine protected area is a clearly defined geographical marine area, - including sub-tidal, 
inter-tidal and supratidal or lagoon/coastal lake area which is continuously or temporarily 
connected to the sea, together with its overlying water - recognized, dedicated and managed, 
through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with 
associated ecosystem services and cultural values” (Claudet et al., 2011). 

Using this definition, the most recent inventory work on Mediterranean MPAs undertaken by 
MedPAN and RAC/SPA in 2012 identified 677 Marine Protected Areas in the Mediterranean 
region (Figure 1) (Gabrié et al., 2012) - 507 of which are marine Natura 2000 sites. These 
MPAs cover 114,600 km², which is about 4.56% of the Mediterranean. Excluding the Pelagos 
Sanctuary (87,500 km2), MPAs in the Mediterranean cover only 1.1% of the total surface area 
of the Mediterranean Sea. In 2012, 96% of Mediterranean MPAs were located in the northern 
basin (84% if Natura 2000 sites are excluded) (Gabrié et al., 2012). 

                                                 
1http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001003003 

http://www.unepmap.org/index.php?module=content2&catid=001003003
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Figure 1: Spatial distribution of Mediterranean MPAs 
(Source: mapamed.org)
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The 2012 analysis of the geographical distribution of MPAs (using a Spatial Analysis 
Method) shows that 7.8% of the 12 nautical mile zone is protected in the Mediterranean, with 
a strong contribution from the Pelagos Sanctuary (5.5%), and only 2.4 % from all other 
MPAs. The area beyond the 12 nautical mile zone, which represents 74% of the 
Mediterranean surface area, is less than 3% protected, with Pelagos contributing three 
quarters of this area (Gabrié et al., 2012). Figure 2 shows the percentage of the 12 n.m. marine 
surface area of each country that is under protection in the Mediterranean. For countries with 
a national MPA system, this ranges from less than 0.01 percent of the territory for Cyprus 
(with only one MPA) to over 11.43 percent for France. 

 

Figure 2: Marine coastal area under protection, presented as a percentage of the total marine coastal area of each 
Mediterranean country 

Chapter 3 presents the institutional frameworks of countries in the Mediterranean. The 
structure of the institutional context has an influence on the flow of financial resources 
allocated to coastal Marine Protected Areas as well as the type of management systems 
applied to them. 
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1.1.3. Financial sustainability of MPAs in the Mediterranean 

For Bovarnick et al. (2010), financial sustainability is defined as the ability of a funding 
system, “1) to secure sufficient, stable, and long term financial resources and, 2) to allocate 
these resources in a timely manner and in appropriate forms, to cover the costs necessary” 
for effective and efficient management of an MPA with respect to its objectives. 

The financial situation of individual Mediterranean MPAs was reviewed as part of the 
analysis conducted for the Status of Mediterranean MPAs published in 2012 by MedPAN and 
RAC/SPA (Gabrié et al., 2012): out of the 80 MPAs surveyed, only half answered questions 
on funding. This is an initial indication that financial aspects are either unknown or not 
considered relevant to MPA management in many cases. 

For MPAs that responded, the total annual operating budgets (for both terrestrial and marine 
environments, if applicable) range from 0 to €6.345m, with a median of €287,000 and capital 
budgets ranging from 0 to €974,440, with a median of €100,000. Operating budgets of MPAs 
in EU countries are greater (annual average €682,845 for EU countries vs. €453,125 for non-
EU countries). 

MPA financial resources mainly came from national public funds dedicated to the creation 
and management of MPAs (for 89% of MPAs (Gabrié et al, 2012)), the United Nations 
Environment/ Mediterranean Action Plan for the Mediterranean (UNEP/MAP), sub-regional 
projects (MedPartnership, European projects, etc.), European countries international 
cooperation, private funds (foundations), and revenues generated in the sites for some MPAs 
(entrance fees, etc.). 

However, many MPAs in the Mediterranean still faced operational difficulties, especially in 
non-EU countries. Among the MPAs analyzed in the 2012 Status, the North-Western ones 
(from Spain, France, Croatia, Greece or Italy) were the only ones with sufficient budget to 
ensure effective management (Gabrié et al., 2012): among the 677 existing Mediterranean 
MPAs (161 MPAs of national status, 9 of only international status and 507 marine Natura 
2000 sites), it was estimated that several hundred had no budget at all. In general, existing 
MPAs suffered from a significant lack of resources to finance operating costs including staff 
costs and also equipment costs, monitoring, research, training and management, boundary 
demarcation, effective law enforcement and the provision of adequate park infrastructure. 
Existing financial contributions were well below requirements and reveal a strong disparity 
between the northern and southern basin. This lack of funding threatens MPA performance. 

In the Mediterranean, some reports have already quantitatively estimated the financial 
requirements of PAs: 

▪ Through a RAC/SPA questionnaire (1997), only 3% of PA managers in Southern and 
Eastern Mediterranean countries declared that funding levels were satisfactory, while 
almost 94% declared that funding was either moderate (23%), low (32%), very low 
(13%) or even nonexistent (26%). 
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▪ Balmford et al. (2003) estimated that Northern Africa / Middle East would be funding 
a mere 5% of their basic needs; Europe as a continent would cover around 20% of its 
PA financial needs. 

▪ In 2006, the annual operating budget of Protected Areas in the Mediterranean was 
estimated as being covered at only 30%, with individual funding requirements 
depending on site management (Lopez et al., 2006). 

Moreover, in 2012, MedPAN and RAC/SPA launched a survey to collect information on the 
level of achievement of CBD objectives for the MPA network in the Mediterranean. This 
survey concluded that: 

▪ The CBD target of protection of at least 10% of marine and coastal areas is far from 
being achieved in the Mediterranean. In 2012, the coverage rate was about 4.6% of the 
Mediterranean including Pelagos (up 7% from 2008) but only 1.1% excluding Pelagos 
(Gabrié et al., 2012); 

▪ MPA management is still inadequate due to the lack of financial resources to meet 
needs for staff training, equipment, governance, etc., which are the basics for ensuring 
efficient management of MPAs. 

1.2. Objectives of the study 
In view to providing further assistance to MPA managers with regard to achieving effective 
management and mobilizing sufficient resources to cover necessary costs, MedPAN and 
RAC/SPA in collaboration with WWF Mediterranean Program (WWF MedPO) 
commissioned a study on the funding needs and financing mechanisms for Marine Protected 
Areas in the Mediterranean Sea. Vertigo Lab, a consultancy specialized in environmental 
economics, undertook this study which aimed: i) to estimate the funding gaps for effective 
management of MPAs in the Mediterranean Sea, ii) to prepare a practical guide for managers 
on sustainable funding for MPAs and iii) to organize training for local managers and national 
authorities on the sustainable funding of MPAs. 

The present report includes the result of the analysis of funding gaps for effective 
management of MPAs in the Mediterranean based on a survey on the operating and 
investment costs of 15 MPAs and the creation costs of 5 MPAs in the 21 Mediterranean 
countries of the basin. 
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The Basic scenario is defined as the 
minimum level of funding required to 
operate key conservation programs while 
meeting basic program requirements to 
sustain ecosystem functions in each 
MPA (Flores et al., 2008). The current 
financial situation of MPAs in the 
sample is a good approximation of the 
basic scenario. 

The Optimal scenario is defined as the 
level of funding required for operating 
all programs to reach and sustain optimal 
ecosystem functioning in MPAs. This 
ensures achievement of short-, medium-, 
and long-term goals for Marine 
Protected Areas, in accordance with the 
highest environmental, social, and 
economic standards (Flores et al., 2008). 
The Optimal scenario is a representation 
of effectiveness within MPAs. 
Effectiveness shows how far activities 
implemented during MPA development 
allow for achieving MPA preservation 
goals (Hockings et al., 2000). 

The Ideal management scenario is defined as the level of funding required to achieve 
Aichi Target 11, i.e. “at least  […] 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas 
[…]conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative 
and well-connected systems of protected areas”. The Ideal management is thus the sum 
of costs for the effective management of existing national MPA systems (optimal 
scenario) and the costs for the creation and the effective management of additional 
MPAs, making the system reach the 10% Aichi target. 

1.3. Approach to the study 

1.3.1. General approach 

In order to estimate MPA funding gaps for 
the whole Mediterranean basin, a budget 
analysis was conducted at two levels 
(Figure 3): 

At the local level, the cost structure was 
assessed for a sample of 20 Mediterranean 
MPAs. Based on these results, a standard 
cost structure enabled extrapolations for 
the average situations in MPAs in the 
region. The local budget analysis provides 
an estimate of individual MPA financial 
needs for both basic and optimal 
management scenarios (see Box opposite). 

At the national level, 17 national MPA 
systems were scrutinized. The national 
budget analysis provides an estimate of 
current resources mobilization, including 
financial resources from international 
cooperation devoted specifically to MPAs. 
Comparison of the available financial 
resources at the national level with the 
financial needs constitutes the funding gap 
observed for the Optimal and Ideal 
scenarios (see Box below). 

 



Sustainable funding for Marine Protected Areas in the Mediterranean: Gap analysis  
Final report – May 2015 – Vertigo Lab 

30 

 

Ga
p 

an
al

ys
is

 
Gap for optimal 

management 
Gap for ideal 
management 

N
at

io
na

l a
na

ly
si

s 

        

IDEAL SCENARIO 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost for creation of 
additional MPAs  

OPTIMAL 
SCENARIO 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost for effective 
management of the 

existing MPA 
system  

Cost for  effective 
management of 
additional MPAs 

Lo
ca

l a
na

ly
si

s 

Costs for MPA 
creation 

Costs for basic 
management of 

MPAs  

Costs for  effective 
management of 

MPAs 

Extrapolation 

Finance available 
for the national 

MPA system 

 

Figure 3: Gap analysis: general approach 
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1.3.2. Methodology for assessment of the financial situation at site level 

a) Survey development 

Data quantifying the basic costs of maintaining an established MPA can be derived from 
annual budgetary information (McCrea-Strub et al., 2011). With regard to local budget 
analysis, the purpose of the survey was to obtain a clear understanding of the financial 
structure characterizing the activities and components included in the existing management of 
MPAs. This overall understanding of financial transactions arising from the existence of 
MPAs provides information on the costs of activities necessary to achieve MPA objectives. 
Combination with qualitative analysis of MPAs would allow the funding requirements of the 
various MPA management systems to be specified and indicate how additional effort could 
ensure the long-term and optimal management of the MPA. 

In order to collect such data, a local survey was undertaken that consisted of an online 
questionnaire to which 20 MPAs responded out of 32 Mediterranean MPAs invited to fill in 
the questionnaire. This questionnaire was supplemented by phone interviews in order to 
complete data collection with the necessary qualitative information. 

Sample MPAs were selected for the survey with regard their ability to provide either 
information on the costs associated with 11 identified “effective” management parameters or 
information on costs associated with their establishment (see Appendix 1). 

To collect information on the costs associated with “effective” management parameters, 
questionnaires were distributed to MPAs for which data had already been collected in the 
context of the Mediterranean MPA 2012 inventory work and identified as being relatively 
“more adequately” managed than other MPAs. These sampled MPAs were assumed to 
mobilize the minimum resources required to operate actions identified as essential to achieve 
and sustain effective ecosystem functioning in MPAs. These MPAs could thus theoretically 
provide an approximation of the financial requirements for basic management of an MPA. 

The survey was structured to financially characterize the activities and components of existing 
MPA management. Assessing each use of resources – human, material and financial resources 
– helped MPA managers identify those resources that need to be funded to allow 
implementation of activities and hence achieve MPA objectives. 

The questionnaire comprised three parts (Figure 4) detailed below. The financial costs of an 
MPA include the initial, typically short-term, investments for its creation, along with 
operating costs (including administration, management and enforcement) (McCrea-Strub et 
al., 2010) (see Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 for details of data collection). 
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Figure 4: Structure of the local budget analysis questionnaire 

Part 1 of the questionnaire thus requires financial data to determine the operating costs (as 
detailed in Figure 5) and revenues for existing MPAs during the current year (2014). Also, 
assessment of the main past investments provides an approximation of costs for creating the 
MPA. In the financial analysis, only direct costs were considered, i.e. costs directly incurred 
by managers. Part 1 thus provides a quantitative analysis of creation and operating costs for 
existing MPAs. 

 

Figure 5: Typology of costs 
(Source: Bovarnick et al., 2010) 
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Part 2 aims to collect information on management accounting. Each management component 
is described via the amount of resources necessary for its implementation (as a percentage of 
the individual resource). This analysis can help MPA managers identify weaknesses and 
strengths in MPA management and hence locate where additional efforts are needed. The four 
basic management components identified are presented in Figure 6.  

 

 
Figure 6: MPA management components 

They are detailed as follows: 

▪ Administrative organization and planning; this includes general management 
activities (accounting and financial management, office and infrastructure 
maintenance, human resources management, communication with stakeholders, etc.). 
It also involves participative processes to develop and monitor implementation of 
management plans and business plans, and management effectiveness assessments 
(Bovarnick et al., 2010). 

▪ Administrative support for stakeholder engagement (training, seminars, meetings 
and communication tools); this component addresses communication needs to 
inform the general public and stakeholders. Some investments are necessary to 
strengthen local stakeholder organizations and institutions. Some of these costs are 
related to the drawing up of contracts and to negotiation processes to set up contract 
rules and to ensure proper functioning of enforcement mechanisms (control of user 
behavior, sanctions and conflict resolution). 
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▪ Knowledge acquisition and environment monitoring; monitoring is required to 
follow environmental performance on the field as well as to provide the basis for 
further adaptation. Specific data acquisition and information is needed regarding the 
baseline and potential benefits of the MPA. Studies are necessary to identify priority 
areas and criteria for the representativeness of the MPA and its connectivity with 
surroundings environments. Economic analyses are needed to assess new sources of 
financial resources and find the most cost-effective measures to deal with pressures 
from various economic sectors. Data acquisition and indicators are part of the 
monitoring systems that are necessary to demonstrate the performance of the MPAs or 
readjust them when necessary. R&D studies and data/information acquisition may be 
undertaken at any stage of the development of the project or initiative and serve 
several purposes. 

▪ Control, regulation and supervisory; some MPAs clearly defined enforcement 
procedures comprising regular surveillance of the area and control of practices to 
prevent threats on the MPA. 

Finally, Part 3 of the questionnaire provides a quantitative analysis of the human, material and 
financial resources needed by managers to effectively manage their MPA. Because not all 
MPAs are in the same phase of their development, resources and activities to be implemented 
may vary among MPAs. Figure 7 below presents these activities according to each phase of 
development of an MPA (FFEM, 2010). 
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Figure 7: Phases of MPA development 
(Source: from FFEM, 2010) 
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b) Sample description 

The MPAs selected are listed in Appendix 4. With marine areas ranging in size from 0.3 to 
1,415 km2, as well as encompassing a broad geographic representativeness, the sample was 
adapted to the diversity of MPAs found within the Mediterranean MPA network. However, to 
ensure representativeness, specific criteria were considered (Table 1):  

▪ Governance types: 16 MPAs are run by government agencies, 3 by shared governance 
and 1 by private governance; 

▪ Level of conservation (IUCN classification): 3 MPAs are in class II, 9 in class IV, 2 in 
class V, 1 in class VI, and 5 not classified or unclassifiable (Natura 2000 sites); 

▪ Objectives (biodiversity/species/habitat/ecological function conservation, sustainable 
management of tourism, sustainable management of fisheries, sustainable 
management of other socioeconomic activities, conflict resolution, knowledge 
increase, promotion of cultural and historical heritage, and education and awareness-
raising): among the 21 MPAs selected, all have a habitat and species protection 
purpose. However, only 12 MPAs integrate the sustainability dimension into their 
objectives; 

▪ Natural resources protected (e.g. coralligenous habitats, sea-grass and whales). 

MPA characteristics Mediterranean MPAs2 Sampled MPAs 

Governance types 

Local communities 3% 

Government agencies 81% 

Shared governance 8% 

Private governance 1% 

IUCN classification 

II & III 24% 

IV 25% 

V 10% 

VI 2% 

Objectives 
Habitat and species protection 97% 

Sustainable development 70% 
 

Table 1: Representativeness of the MPAs sample 

With a marine surface area of 3,519 km2, covering 13% of the total area of Mediterranean 
MPAs3, this sample is broadly representative of the range of MPAs in the basin and provides 

                                                 
2Included in the MAPAMED database 
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an indicative approximation of the cost of day-to-day running of individual MPAs. In 
addition, because questionnaires were only distributed to MPAs for which data had already 
been collected in the context of the Mediterranean MPA 2012 inventory work and identified 
as being relatively well managed, it is assumed that these figures are a meaningful 
approximation of the costs for basic management of MPAs at various phases of their 
development. 

Since the main pressures on marine resources come from land-based or coastal activities 
(pollution, tourism, etc.), most MPA activities are carried out on the coast (public education, 
surveillance, etc.) rather than at sea. The share of terrestrial and coastal areas (as an indicator 
of exchange surface between land-based pressures and marine resources) is thus more likely 
to affect MPA management costs than the total surface area of the marine part. However, 
whatever the share of the marine part in the total surface area, studies show that larger MPAs, 
in general, present better opportunities to generate economies of scale for their expenses 
(Bovarnick et al., 2010). These factors are further analyzed in the report. 

Looking at mixed PAs (i.e. terrestrial and marine PAs), it would be difficult to make a 
distinction between the budget allocated to the marine part and the budget allocated to the 
terrestrial part. For this reason, the budget of PAs was analyzed as a whole, terrestrial part 
included: all costs were assigned to marine area management if a more detailed cost 
breakdown was not available. 

Twenty MPAs were considered as part of the survey. MPAs having only an international 
status were not included in the analysis due to their particular management and their non-
representative surface area at the basin level (e.g. Pelagos covers 87,500 km2 compared with a 
total surface area of international MPAs of 87,998 km2 in the whole basin (Gabrié et al., 
2012)). A reference marine surface area for the Mediterranean basin of 647,853 km2 (total 
surface area of the 12 n.m. zone4) was used as shown in Figure 7. The scope of the analysis is 
thus limited to 26% of the Mediterranean’s surface. 

Sampled MPAs were assumed to provide two types of financial data - costs for MPA creation 
and costs for effective management (further referred to as the financial needs for effective 
management): 

▪ Sampled MPAs in their pioneer phase (as defined by the French GEF) could more 
easily provide accurate data relating to their creation costs as they had been 
established more recently. Theoretically, creation begins with the idea that a particular 
location deserves protection, and ends at official designation of the MPA (FFEM, 

                                                                                                                                                         
3Reference surface areas used for the Mediterranean MPA marine surface area (to calculate percentages): 27,066 km2 (Gabrié 
et al., 2012). Pelagos and Regulated Fishing Areas are excluded from the analysis. 

4 Some countries have a 6 n.m. territorial waters limit. However, as in Gabrié et al. (2012), it was decided to set a consistent 
distance of 12 n.m. for all countries for the purpose of this study and to circumvent the judicial problems of this enclosed sea. 
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2010). 5 such MPAs were studied as part of this sample, in Albania, France, Tunisia 
and Turkey. 

▪ Sampled MPAs in their autonomous phase (as defined by the French GEF) are 
assumed to be fully managed for the achievement of their conservation goals and 
attempting to effectively operate programs to reach and sustain optimal ecosystem 
functioning. Theoretically, they are the most likely to have identified actions and 
resources needed to achieve effective management. 15 such MPAs were studied as 
part of this sample, in Algeria, France, Greece, Italy, Lebanon, Monaco, Slovenia and 
Spain. 

c) Processing the financial data 

Using the same data processing principle as McCrea-Strub et al. (2011), all costs were 
converted into 2014 Euros by using the local currency to Euros exchange rate. To standardize 
financial information into data that could be compared across all countries studied, costs were 
also adjusted to account for purchasing power parity (PPP), an indicator of the local ‘value’ of 
one dollar. PPP-adjusted values were then converted into 2014 euros. 

1.3.3. Methodology for assessing resource allocation at the national level 

a) Country sample and surveys 

The analysis of resource mobilization at the country level, which forms part of the analysis of 
the funding gaps for effective management of Marine Protected Areas, strongly depends on 
the ability to identify the financial resources mobilized through international cooperation as 
well as through government budgets for each country in the Mediterranean (Figure 8 below). 

 

Figure 8: Sources of revenues for national budget 
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(Source: the authors) 

Priority was given to Mediterranean countries that have identifiable government officials in 
charge of MPAs and of international cooperation. From the 21 countries surrounding the 
Mediterranean, Bosnia Herzegovina, Morocco, Libya and Syria were excluded from the 
analysis due to difficulties identifying national contacts or national respondents. Surveys were 
conducted in the remaining 17 countries by means of online questionnaires, followed up by 
phone call interviews and e-mail exchanges. The questionnaires were sent to national 
government officials in Ministries or Agencies responsible for the Environment. Information 
was also requested from the main official for international cooperation. 14 countries fully 
provided written information. 

The surveys provided information on public funding from central governments for MPAs, 
highlighting those resources devoted to the management of MPAs and the creation of new 
ones. Information was requested on other public funding channeled through other Ministries 
and public entities (local and regional). However, not all the countries in the sample were able 
to report on local and regional funding due to the lack of centralized data at the national level. 
Information was also requested on the financial strategies foreseen for achievement of Aichi 
Target 11 and national objectives in terms of creation or extension of MPAs. Not all countries 
provided information on the Aichi target. Financial resources mobilized through 
international cooperation were also identified using available online resources and written 
contributions from official focal points.  

All of the above information was supplemented by online desk-based research in order to 
characterize national institutional contexts affecting the flow of national expenditures for 
Marine Protected Areas. 

b) Level of confidence for the financial information 

The main limitation in the analysis of resource mobilization at the national level for MPAs is 
the lack of integrity of the reported financial data. For this reason, each country has been 
classified into one of three confidence levels (Table 2):  

▪ Low level means information mainly obtained from desk-based research;  
▪ Medium level means information reported by experts but not validated by national 

authorities.  
▪ High level means information reported exclusively by national authorities and/or 

validated by them as well as information reported by official organizations (mainly 
GEF, OECD and EU). In order to facilitate the validation process by national 
authorities, a country profile was produced for resource mobilization summarizing all 
the financial data. 
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Table 2: Confidence level denoting the level of integrity of the financial data 

Level of confidence Countries Explanation 

High confidence level 

Albania 
National authorities sent written financial 

information on national budget and 
international cooperation 

Croatia 
Financial data on central budget and 

international cooperation validated by 
national authorities 

Cyprus National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Egypt 

National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

International cooperation budget comes 
from public official data. 

France 
Financial information was reviewed by the 

National Agency for MPAs. National 
authorities validated EU projects 

Greece National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Italy National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Israel National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Lebanon National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Monaco National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Slovenia National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

Tunisia 

National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 

International cooperation budget comes 
from public official data (FFEM) 

 Spain National authorities sent written financial 
information on the national budget. 
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Medium 
Montenegro 

Written information was provided by a 
national NGO but not validated by the 

national authorities. 

Low confidence level 

Algeria, Malta 
Information available for international 

cooperation. No information available on 
national budgets. 

Turkey 
Information available for international 

cooperation. No information available on 
the national budget. 

Countries non-
assessed 

Morocco, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, 

Syria, Libya 

Lack of information on international 
resources and national budgets 

 

The level of confidence classification was used to divide the initial sample into smaller 
samples of countries with the same level of confidence in the financial data, with the purpose 
of providing more insightful results regarding the funding gaps for MPAs. 

c) Sources of information 

Available online information for the period 2010-2014 was reviewed in order to identify 
international financial flows from international cooperation, based on the following sources: 

▪ DAC-OECD Rio markets database5. Based on the DAC countries6 report to the 
Creditor Reporting System (CRS), the CRS of the overall bilateral Official 
Development Assistance (ODA) related to Coastal and Marine Protected Areas was 
reviewed. This information was then updated based on reported ODA from France 
(AFD – Agence Française de Développement). 

▪ GEF’s database7 focusing on projects related to Coastal and Marine Protected Areas. 
Projects under the GEF-5 cycle of programs were reviewed along with the GEF-6 
replenishment cycle projections. 

▪ EU LIFE programs database8. For the EU member States in the region, projects 
financed by the EU LIFE programs related to Coastal and Marine Protected Areas 
were assessed. Resources from LIFE programs are mostly devoted to the 
strengthening of Natura 2000 sites and network. It was difficult to assess the 

                                                 
5http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=RIOMARKERS (on January 19th, 2015) 
6Donors countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States, 
European Community. 
7http://www.thegef.org/gef/gef_projects_funding (on October 10th 2014) 
8http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/project/Projects/ (online consultation March 6th 2015) 

http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=RIOMARKERS
http://www.thegef.org/gef/gef_projects_funding
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/project/Projects/
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contribution from other EU funding instruments as they mainly focus on wider 
environmental and development issues. 

▪ The 4th and 5th National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans reported to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) were reviewed, along with other national 
surveys undertaken on similar issues. 

d) Processing of financial data  

The financial data from central governments and from international cooperation was 
processed as follows:  

▪ Foreign currencies (US dollars and currencies outside the Euro) were converted into 
Euros using the monthly average exchange rate of December 2014 (Banque de 
France9). Financial data is presented in current prices.  

▪ For the financial resources from international cooperation (Bilateral ODA, GEF and 
UN agencies, EU funds), a distinction was made between grants and co-funding by 
governments. 

▪ Data on financial resources from bilateral ODA was reported as yearly disbursements 
allocated per project and per country, as they represent the effective current annual 
expenditure (see Appendix 5). From observation of financial data from GEF and EU 
programs, there is a lead time between agreed commitments and effective use of the 
available international financial resources. There may be a fixed time window before 
a country receives initial disbursements, which made the assessment of the effective 
level of investments per year difficult over the studied period. 

▪ Therefore, for the financial resources from GEF (and GEF agencies) and EU Funds, 
reported as commitments, the total budget was divided by the duration of the project 
(Total amount of resources / N years of project implementation), as a first 
approximation of disbursement per year and per project. 

▪ For the country level analysis, the assessment was restricted to the period 2012-2014. 
Financial data outside this timeframe was excluded.  

▪ Within the scope of financial resources channeled through GEF, bilateral ODA and 
EU funds, the projects were analyzed in detail and an estimate made of the amount of 
money that might have finally been allocated to MPA activities. Thus, the portion of 
the total budget corresponding to MPAs was isolated based on the GEF project 
identification form, ODA project description and EU LIFE project description. 

e) Type of analysis 

The analysis of resource mobilization for MPAs in the Mediterranean region followed the 
standards agreed by Parties of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). Countries in 
the Mediterranean region have several channels from which they get financial resources: 

                                                 
9 https://www.banque-france.fr/economie-et-statistiques/changes-et-taux/les-taux-de-change-salle-des-marches/parites-
moyenne-mensuelle.html (online consultation January 23rd 2015) 

https://www.banque-france.fr/economie-et-statistiques/changes-et-taux/les-taux-de-change-salle-des-marches/parites-moyenne-mensuelle.html
https://www.banque-france.fr/economie-et-statistiques/changes-et-taux/les-taux-de-change-salle-des-marches/parites-moyenne-mensuelle.html
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▪ Only countries eligible to receive bilateral Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
and multilateral aid (from the GEF and GEF agencies) were assessed. National 
contributions as part of the co-funding requirements for projects from multilateral and 
bilateral cooperation were highlighted. These resources have to be included in the 
national budget and denote the financial effort made for MPAs. 

▪ EU countries are the main contributors to the ODA in this region, which excludes 
them as recipients. However, EU member countries in the Mediterranean receive 
financial support from EU institutions. For those, the main focus was on assessment 
of the EU LIFE program in the region. 

▪ Countries can also acquire resources from NGOs, foundations, trust funds and/or 
donations. These resources are usually grants that generally serve as instruments to 
raise supplementary funding from other donors or are used to supplement national 
investments from governments and NGOs. The private sector financial contribution 
and NGO donations are usually resources allocated to specific international or 
national projects. As accurate data on the funding from international foundations was 
not found, the focus was on regional projects generally funded by international NGOs 
in the region. 

▪ In addition to the resources from international cooperation, national budgets for MPAs 
were assessed. Governments allocate some resources from their national budget as 
part of the public funding for biodiversity-related areas. Public expenditures are 
investments from central government, public agencies and regional governments. 
Public expenditures are levied according to the institutional framework implemented 
for managing MPAs. Some countries have a centralized system for which budget is 
allocated by the central government, usually the Ministry responsible for the 
Environment. Others have a more decentralized system, which provides investments 
from regional authorities.  

▪ At the national level, some resources are provided as private donations or in-kind 
contributions allocated on a specific project basis. These resources are not meant to be 
integrated into the national budget of the country but mitigate the financial burden to 
run specific projects. They have not been considered here. 

f) Limitations of the survey 

Some difficulties should be highlighted: 

▪ Most of the data on ODA funding resources for biodiversity are marked for several 
biodiversity-related activities, which entails a risk of double-counting. To mitigate 
this problem, projects benefiting from ODA resources were examined in detail and 
those specifically related to Coastal and Marine Protected Areas isolated. Moreover, a 
clear distinction was made between ODA bilateral cooperation and the GEF (and 
related UN agencies). 

▪ Data on national expenditures mostly denotes the current operating budget of the 
central administrative body, generally the Ministry responsible for the environment, in 
charge of coastal and marine issues. This budget supports actions related to 
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inspections, monitoring and technical studies. These resources are not given to 
managers of the MPA but reduce their financial burden for the same activities that 
would have otherwise been financed by the MPA. 

g) Hypothesis for scenarios for the achievement of Aichi targets 

The level of investment needed will depend on the starting point of the institutional structure 
used to implement the MPAs and targeted activities, as well as the extent to which they have 
political support and are integrated into overall policy. This is true at the early stage of the 
development phase of MPAs and becomes a condition for the sustainability of MPAs in their 
later stages of development. 

The governance structure is mostly related to those investments needed before and within the 
implementation period. Some investments will be necessary to make the policy operational 
and to monitor and evaluate the system being implemented in order to adapt or readjust it. Its 
sustainability will depend on the capacity of the governance system to create conditions for 
long-term adaptable systems, both in the environmental field (revised environmental 
objectives) and in the social field (adapting user rules according to outcomes).  

In the scope of this study, it is assumed that conservation of 10 per cent of coastal and marine 
areas in the Mediterranean (Aichi Target 11) would be the result of ideal management of 
MPA system at the national level. The ideal management scenario is therefore defined as the 
level of funding required to: 

▪ Create new MPAs in order to achieve Aichi Target 11 of 10% of marine territory. 
▪ Operate all programs to reach and sustain an effective level of management within the 

existing MPAs and the identified missing MPAs.  

In the sample, not all the countries have reported on their own plans to achieve the Aichi 
targets. This is the reason why it was decided to extrapolate from the current surface area of 
MPAs in each country, the total surface area to be extended, or created, in order to comply 
with the 10% target. MEDPAN information (2012) on MPA surface areas (in km2) in each 
country was used as a baseline. 

The funding gap for achievement of the Aichi target is calculated using the information 
provided on resource mobilization at the national level (Chapter 3) and the financial 
requirements for MPAs (Chapter 2). 
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2. ASSESSMENT OF MPA 
FINANCIAL NEEDS FOR OPTIMAL 
MANAGEMENT AT THE SITE 
LEVEL 

Key points: 

The Mediterranean MPAs studied show an average level of available finances of 
€18,449 per km2, human resources being the main cost item. This is high compared with 
other regions; for instance the LAC region invests €171 per km2 per year on average in 
terrestrial and aquatic PAs: observations from a sample of 20 Mediterranean MPAs show 
differences in the total funding available for MPAs between European Union and non-EU 
countries: EU MPAs have higher total funding than non-EU MPAs. 

Looking at costs per unit surface area, operating costs ranged from €591 to €66,632 per km2 
during the last financial year for autonomous MPAs and from 0 to €10,783 per km2 during 
the last financial year for pioneer MPAs. Investment shows fewer variations between 
autonomous and pioneer MPAs: annual investments range from 0 to €15,026 per km2 per 
year for MPAs in the autonomous phase and from 0 to €2,696 per km2 per year for MPAs in 
the pioneer phase. 

Financial difference between autonomous and pioneer MPAs can be explained by 
differences in management needs and funding structures: governmental budgets (local, 
regional and national sources) are the main sources of funding for MPAs. Pioneer MPAs 
present a lower diversity of funding in comparison with autonomous MPAs. This result 
highlights the lesser financial autonomy of pioneer MPAs in comparison with autonomous 
MPAs. Also, a larger portion of international and private funds is observed for pioneer 
MPAs. 

Human resources are the principal operating cost item: salaries in most MPAs represent 
over 50% of operating costs. With regard to human resources, 86% of MPA managers 
declared that current MPA funding does not cover 100% of their needs to bring 
management up to an effective level. These insufficient revenues for effective management 
are more prominent in non-EU countries 
For the studied MPAs, estimated creation costs ranged from €29,930 to €50,075 in total. 
The average total costs of creation of Mediterranean MPAs amounts to €42,600. As 
demonstrated, creation costs are not correlated to the size of the MPA, but heavily rely on 
the duration of the creation phase of the MPA: the longer the period, the higher the 
creation costs. 
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This chapter presents the findings of the local analysis on the sample of MPAs. Financial data 
for the year 2014 was extracted either from the projected budget or from the actual budget of 
selected MPAs at the local level, when available. The findings of this chapter primarily 
highlight the financial situation of representative MPAs: it focuses on quantitative assessment 
of the resource needs of individual MPAs, as well as the main funding sources and 
identification of the most important financing actions. It then provides a detailed assessment 
of MPA financial needs based on the cost of core management activities. 

2.1. Cost for basic management of MPAs in the Mediterranean 

2.1.1. Budget of MPAs 

a) Total available funds 

Total available funds are the sum of all financial sources for MPAs. The range of financing 
sources includes: 

▪ Local, regional and national government budgets; 
▪ Bilateral and multilateral development agencies budget (e.g. GEF); 
▪ NGOs funding and private contributions; and 
▪ Site-based revenues. 

For the studied MPAs, total incomes ranged from €36,664 to €2,944,736 in 2014 (median, 
€263,692 for the year 2014), with an average of €430,768 as shown in Table 3. Total funding 
for MPAs in European Union countries are higher than for other countries (on average 
€559,808 for an EU MPA and €95,266 for a non-EU MPA). 

In EU member states, total revenues are higher for MPAs in the pioneer phase than for MPAs 
in the autonomous phase (on average €361,064 for an EU autonomous MPA and €2,944,736 
for an EU pioneer MPA). On the contrary, in non-EU countries, total funding is lower for 
MPAs in the pioneer phase than for MPAs in the autonomous phase (on average €104,631 for 
a non-EU autonomous MPA and €89,023 for a non-EU pioneer MPA). 

Table 3: Average total available funding for sampled MPAs in 2014 

Region Autonomous MPAs 
(in euros per year) 

Pioneer MPAs 
(in euros per year) 

Mediterranean MPAs 324,430 (15) 802,952 (5) 
EU MPAs 361,064 (13) 2,944,736 (1) 

Non-EU MPAs 104,631 (2) 89,023 (4) 

b)  Available funds per unit surface area 

The use of revenues for operating costs per unit surface area is presented in Table 4.  

For autonomous MPAs, operating costs ranged from €591 to €66,632 per km2 during the last 
financial year (median, €7,330 per km2); 4 MPAs have a budget between €20,000 and 
€100,000 per km², 3 between €10,000 and €20,000 per km², and 7 MPAs between €1 and 
€10,000 per km². 



Sustainable funding for Marine Protected Areas in the Mediterranean: Gap analysis  
Final report - 15/03/2015 – Vertigo Lab 

47 

 

For pioneer MPAs, operating costs ranged from 0 to €10,783 per km2 during the last financial 
year (median, €644 per km2). 

 
Table 4: Average annual operating costs per unit surface area for sampled MPAs in 2014 

Region Autonomous MPAs 
(in euros per km2 per year) 

Pioneer MPAs 
(in euros per km2 per year) 

Mediterranean 15,232 (15) 2,665 (5) 
EU MPAs 15,984 (13) 1,869 (1) 

Non-EU MPAs 10,720 (2) 2,864 (4) 

As expected, autonomous MPAs have higher operating costs than pioneer MPAs, which 
highlights a certain level of organizational and financial autonomy. 

Contrary to total budget results, non-EU MPAs present operating costs per unit surface area 
higher than EU MPAs on the average. This result can be explained by the relatively lower 
size of sampled MPAs in non-EU countries. Previous studies have already demonstrated that 
smaller MPAs incur higher costs per unit surface area (Gabrié, 2010). 

In addition to operating costs, annual investment was scrutinized, and shows fewer variations. 
Table 5 presents the average annual investments for sampled MPAs, ranging from 0 to 
€15,026 per km2 per year for MPAs in the autonomous phase (median €1,805 per km2 per 
year) and from 0 to €2,696 per km2 per year for MPAs in the pioneer phase (median €180 per 
km2 per year); 1 MPA has an annual investment budget above €10,000 per km2, 2 MPAs 
range between €5,000 and €10,000 per km2 per year, 12 MPAs between 0 and 
€5,000 per km2 per year and 5 MPAs did not report investment costs. 

Table 5: Average annual investments expenditures per unit surface area for sampled MPAs in 2014 

Region Autonomous MPAs 
(in euros per km2 per year) 

Pioneer MPAs 
(in euros per km2 per year) 

Mediterranean 3,479 (12) 764 (3) 
EU MPAs 12,156 (10) 265 (1) 

Non-EU MPAs 3,322 (2) 930 (2) 

Figure 9 presents the breakdown of annual costs among autonomous and pioneer MPAs 

 

 

 
Figure 9: 

Average distribution of annual costs 

Despite a similar distribution of investment and operating costs on total expenses, pioneer 
MPAs present a higher variation of their operating costs than autonomous MPAs for the 
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