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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) is designed to safeguard the worldôs 

biologically richest and most threatened regions, known as biodiversity hotspots. Thirty-six 

biodiversity hotspots, defined as regions that have at least 1,500 endemic plants species and 

have lost more than 70% of their original natural vegetation, have been identified globally. 

Remaining natural ecosystems within these hotspots cover only 2.3% of the Earthôs surface but 

contain a disproportionately high number of species, many of which are threatened with 

extinction. Hotspots, therefore, are global priorities for conservation. 

CEPF is a joint initiative of lôAgence Franaise de D®veloppement, Conservation International, 

the European Union, the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Government of Japan, the 

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and the World Bank. It also benefits, at 

hotspot level, from the support of regional donors. A fundamental purpose of CEPF is to engage 

civil society, such as community groups, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), academic 

institutions and private enterprises, in biodiversity conservation in the hotspots. To guarantee 

their success, these efforts must complement existing strategies and programs of national 

governments and other conservation funders. To this end, CEPF promotes working alliances 

among diverse groups, combining unique capacities and reducing duplication of effort for a 

comprehensive, coordinated approach to conservation. One way in which CEPF does this is 

through preparation of ñecosystem profilesò: shared strategies, developed in consultation with 

local stakeholders, that articulate a multi-year investment strategy for CEPF, informed by a 

detailed situational analysis. 

The Mediterranean Basin Biodiversity Hotspot is the second largest hotspot in the world and 

the largest of the worldôs five Mediterranean-climate regions. The hotspot covers more than 

two million square kilometers and stretches west to east from Portugal to Jordan and north to 

south from Italy to Cabo Verde. The Mediterranean Basin is the third richest hotspot in the 

world in terms of plant diversity. Approximately 25,000 plant species occur here, more than 

half of which are endemic to the hotspot, meaning that they are found nowhere else.  

Rivaling the natural diversity in the hotspot, the cultural, linguistic and socioeconomic diversity 

of the region is spectacular. The Mediterranean Basin was the cradle of some of the great 

civilizations of antiquity, the worldôs oldest sovereign state and its first constitutional republic. 

Many of the ecosystems long ago reached equilibrium with human activity dominating the 

landscapes. However, this delicate balance is in a precarious state, as many local communities 

depend on remaining habitats for fresh water, food and a variety of other ecosystem services.  

CEPFôs first investment in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot, from 2012-2017, resulted in the 

award of 108 grants to 84 different organizations in 12 countries, for a total investment of U$11 

million. CEPF-funded actions contributed directly to improved management of sites, 

conservation of critically endangered species, improved policies for the environment, and 

greater collaboration and regional networking among civil society organizations (CSOs), as 

well as between civil society and government and private sector actors. 

The Mediterranean region has experienced unprecedented levels of political change in the last 

five years. Large movements of refugees and economic migrants have taken place, both within 

countries and across international borders. Many governments across the region are becoming 

more open to collaboration with civil society, and new opportunities are emerging for NGOs 

to engage in work on the ground and in influencing planning and policy making. These trends 
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are not universal, however, and some countries continue to experience war and insecurity, as 

well as changes in policy that restrict the activities of civil society. 

The last five years have also seen major advances in the identification of priority species and 

sites in the hotspot, with major initiatives on plants and freshwater biodiversity in particular. 

In parallel, the international conservation community has collaborated to revise and improve 

the criteria for the identification of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs): sites that make significant 

contributions to the global persistence of biodiversity. The new KBA standard is applicable to 

all groups of species and all ecosystems. Consequently, this revision of the ecosystem profile 

has involved extensive updating of knowledge on sites and species. For instance, 5,785 species 

recorded in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot have been assessed for the IUCN Red List, which 

has classified 1,311 (23%) of them as globally threatened. The sites that provide critical habitat 

for these species, KBAs, are, in many cases, the only sites where they are known to exist. Five 

hundred and thirty three KBAs have been identified in the 16 countries covered by the 

ecosystem profile update, an increase from 493 KBAs in the previous ecosystem profile.  

This revision of the ecosystem profile for the Mediterranean Basin has been made possible by 

financial and technical support from CEPF, the MAVA Foundation and the Prince Albert II of 

Monaco Foundation. The process to update the ecosystem profile was led by the BirdLife 

International secretariat, working in close partnership with IUCN, Tour du Valat, 

Conservatoire du Littoral, Sociedad Española de Ornitologia (BirdLife Spain), Druġtvo za 

opazovanje in prouļevanje ptic Slovenije (BirdLife Slovenia) and Association les Amis des 

Oiseaux (BirdLife Tunisia). During the course of the revision, over 500 biodiversity experts, 

field conservationists, government officials and representatives of donors and CSOs 

participated in a series of national and regional workshops and specialist meetings. The profile 

also builds on the extensive process of analysis and consultation carried out during the 

identification of Important Plant Areas and Freshwater KBAs, as well as numerous studies of 

individual sites and species. 

In planning for the next phase of CEPF grant making in the hotspot, it is important to consider 

the existing strategies and programs of national governments, donors and other stakeholders. 

The review of conservation investment presented in the profile concludes that, while this is a 

region with very significant support from development aid, support to biodiversity 

conservation is limited to a small number of sources, prominent among which are the GEF, le 

Fonds Français pour l'Environnement Mondial (FFEM) and the MAVA Foundation.  

CEPF Niche and Investment Priorities 

The ecosystem profile identifies a suite of conservation outcomes at species, site and corridor 

scales, which constitutes a long-term, overarching agenda for conservation of the 

Mediterraneanôs unique and valuable biodiversity. Only a fraction of these priorities can be 

tackled by CSOs over the next five years with CEPF support. The ecosystem profile, therefore, 

defines a niche for CEPF investment, which focuses on supporting civil society to implement 

integrated projects rooted in ground-level realities that provide local CSOs with the 

experience and credibility  needed to engage effectively at a larger scale. Building from this 

niche, the profile identifies geographic and thematic priorities for support that form the basis 

for a five-year investment strategy. 

CEPF support to conservation action in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot will be delivered 

through six strategic directions focused on three ecosystems (coastal, freshwater and 

traditionally managed landscapes), a species group (plants), and a supporting thematic focus 

http://ptice.si/
http://ptice.si/
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(regional networking). Underpinning these strategic directions are three cross-cutting 

priorities: a focus on site-based conservation action; integration of CSO capacity building into 

projects; and attention to sustainability and mainstreaming of impacts.  

Strategic Direction 1 addresses some of the most threatened sites and ecosystems in the hotspot: 

those in the coastal strip. Coastal ecosystems are under increasing pressure from human 

population growth and migration, the growth of tourism, and associated urbanization and 

pressure on land and water resources. Building on experience from the first phase of CEPF 

investment in the hotspot, grant-making will focus on site-level action but will also allow 

grantees to exploit opportunities to engage with planning and policy making processes, where 

there are clear opportunities to do so. Grants under this strategic direction will focus on 31 

priority KBAs. 

Strategic Direction 2 addresses the conservation of freshwater biodiversity. Nearly one-third 

of the critically endangered species found in the hotspot are freshwater animals and plants. 

They are found in habitats including rivers, lakes, karst cave systems, ephemeral desert water 

courses and coastal marshes. The need for fresh water for agriculture and human consumption, 

especially in North Africa and the Middle East but also in Turkey and the Balkans, is one of 

the most persuasive reasons for the sustainable management of resources. Grants under this 

strategic direction will focus on 24 priority catchment management zones. 

Strategic Direction 3 introduces a new theme from the first phase: the conservation of wild 

biodiversity that depends on managed ecosystems for its survival. Mediterranean biodiversity 

has evolved with human land-use practices for several thousands of years, to the extent that 

many of the most threatened terrestrial species are dependent on habitats that are maintained 

through continuing intervention for agriculture, seasonal grazing or harvesting of wild 

products. The species that depend on these anthropogenic systems are threatened when the 

management system is abandoned and the land reverts to secondary scrub, when traditional 

sustainable practices change and cause degradation and erosion, and when modern agricultural 

and land-use practices replace traditional practices. Under this strategic direction, CEPF 

grantees will work with local resource managers to enhance income and livelihoods at the same 

time as maintaining important biodiversity. Grants will be made for relevant projects in four 

priority corridors, all of them upland zones where traditional practices persist: Orontes Valley 

and Levantine Mountains; the Atlas Mountains; the Dorsal and Telian Atlas; and the Taurus 

Mountains. 

Strategic Direction 4 specifically addresses the conservation of plants, which comprise 462 

(23%) of the threatened species in the hotspot, including 158 (44%) of the critically endangered 

species. The limited range and very specific habitat requirements of some threatened plants 

means that their conservation can be tackled effectively by local CSOs working on the ground 

with limited resources, often in partnership with protected areas managers or local land owners. 

However, capacity to survey for threatened and endemic plants, and to take action for their 

conservation, is limited. To this end, this strategic direction has a specific focus on 

strengthening the botanical knowledge and skills of scientists, conservationists and land 

managers within the hotspot. 

While capacity building at the level of individual grantees and projects will be integrated into 

individual grants, Strategic Direction 5 focuses on creating regional-level interactions, to share 

the lessons that are being learned and establish connections between the different conservation 

communities. These will include programs organized by CEPF, as well as support to grantees 

to participate in existing networking and learning processes. 
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Finally, Strategic Direction 6 covers the functions of the Regional Implementation Team (RIT) 

in implementing and managing the program over the next five years, and contributing to the 

sustainability and wider policy impact of the overall program. The RIT will consist of one or 

more CSOs active in conservation in the hotspot, and will be responsible for converting the 

plans in the ecosystem profile into a cohesive portfolio of grants that exceeds in impact the sum 

of its parts.  

CEPF Strategic Direction CEPF Investment Priorities 

1: Support civil society to 
engage stakeholders in 
demonstrating integrated 
approaches for the 
preservation of biodiversity 
in coastal areas. 
 

1.1: Engage local stakeholders in conservation actions that address 
threats to key elements of biodiversity in priority KBAs in the coastal 
zone. 

1.2: Engage private sector stakeholders to adopt sustainable 
practices that deliver positive impacts for conservation in priority 
KBAs in the coastal zone. 

1.3: Support civil society to engage with local or national 
governments to mainstream biodiversity conservation into integrated 
coastal zone management, land-use and development planning 
processes. 

2: Support the sustainable 
management of water 
catchments through 
integrated approaches for 
the conservation of 
threatened freshwater 
biodiversity.  
 

2.1: Enhance the knowledge base on freshwater biodiversity and its 
importance in maintenance of freshwater ecosystem services.  

2.2: Take action to reduce threats and improve management of 
selected sites in priority freshwater catchments with the participation 
of local stakeholders. 

2.3: Engage with government, private sector and other stakeholders 
to support integrated river basin management practices that reduce 
threats to biodiversity in priority CMZs. 

3: Promote the 
maintenance of traditional 
land use practices 
necessary for the 
conservation of 
Mediterranean biodiversity 
in priority corridors of high 
cultural and biodiversity 
value. 

3.1: Support local communities to increase the benefit they receive 
from maintaining and enhancing traditional, biodiversity-friendly land-
use and agricultural practices. 

3.2: Promote awareness of the value of traditional, biodiversity-
friendly land-use practices among local community and government 
decision makers, to secure their recognition and support. 

3.3: Encourage business actors in the trade chain to support and 
promote traditional, biodiversity-friendly land-use practices. 

4: Strengthen the 
engagement of civil society 
to support the conservation 
of plants that are critically 
endangered or have highly 
restricted ranges. 

4.1: Increase knowledge and skills to support assessment and 
planning for the conservation of plants, and foster the emergence of 
a new generation of young professionals in plant conservation.  

4.2: Support integration of plant conservation into the management 
of protected areas. 

4.3: Support innovative actions for the conservation of important 
populations of plants, working with land owners and managers. 

5: Strengthen the regional 
conservation community 
through the sharing of best 
practices and knowledge 
among grantees across the 
region. 

5.1: Support regional and thematically focused learning processes 
for CSOs and stakeholders. 
 

5.2: Support grantees to understand and engage with international 
conventions and processes. 

6: Provide strategic 
leadership and effective 
coordination of CEPF 
investment through a 
Regional Implementation 
Team. 

6.1: Build a constituency of civil society groups working across 
institutional and political boundaries toward achieving the shared 
conservation goals described in the ecosystem profile. 

6.2: Act as a liaison unit for relevant networks throughout the 
Mediterranean to harmonize investments and direct new funding to 
priority issues and sites. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

There is growing evidence of the many functions and economic benefits of natural ecosystems 

for human beings. Nevertheless, the fast depletion of natural resources continues worldwide. 

The current rate of global extinctions of plants and animals due to human activities is more 

than 1,000 times higher than the average rates observed throughout lifeôs history on Earth 

(Pimm et al. 1995). As a response to this dilemma, a range of tactics have been developed to 

help sustain the worldôs critical ecosystems and ecological services, one of the most influential 

being the ñbiodiversity hotspotsò concept (Myers et al. 2000).  

There are 34 biodiversity hotspots in the world, each holding at least 1,500 plant species found 

nowhere else, or endemic, and having lost at least 70% of its original habitat extent 

(Mittermeier et al. 2004). The biodiversity hotspots concept has united much of the worldôs 

conservation and sustainable development community, leading to action across the worldôs 

most threatened areas.  

Founded in 2000, the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) has become a global leader 

in enabling civil society to participate in and influence the conservation of some of the worldôs 

hotspots. CEPF is a joint initiative of l'Agence Française de Développement (AFD), 

Conservation International, the European Union (EU), the Global Environment Facility (GEF), 

the Government of Japan, the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, and the World 

Bank. As one of the founders, Conservation International administers the global program 

through a CEPF Secretariat.  

The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot is the second largest hotspot in the world and the largest of 

the world's five Mediterranean-climate regions. It covers 2,085,292 square kilometers and 

stretches west to east from Portugal to Jordan and north to south from northern Italy to Tunisia. 

It also includes parts of Spain, France, the Balkan States, Greece, Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, 

Israel, Palestine1, Egypt, Libya, Morocco and Algeria, as well as around 5,000 islands scattered 

around the Mediterranean Sea. West of the mainland, the hotspot includes a number of Atlantic 

islands: the Canaries, Madeira, the Selvages (Selvagens), the Azores and Cabo Verde (Figure 

1.1). 

In 2012, CEPF started a five-year program of investment in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot 

which resulted in the award of 108 grants to 84 different organizations in 12 countries, with a 

total value of US$11 million. The CEPF Donor Council has approved a second phase of this 

investment. During the course of the first phase, parts of the region experienced dramatic 

political change, collectively referred to as the Arab spring, which has had profound effects on 

the role and opportunities for civil society in these countries. At the same time war has 

continued in Syria, and insecurity is an obstacle to conservation activities in parts of Libya.  

The political upheaval and insecurity as well as global economic uncertainty have impacted on 

one of the regionôs major drivers of economic activity, tourism. The hotspot is one of the most 

popular tourism destinations of the world, with 32% of the worldôs tourists (220 million per 

year) (Plan Bleu 2006), but some of the countries and regions most dependent on tourist income 

have experience stagnation, while in others (notably the Balkans and Cabo Verde) the industry 

has continued to grow.  

                                                 
1 This designation is without prejudice to the individual positions of the CEPF donors on the issue of the 

status of Palestinian territories. 
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Tourism and the growing populations on the coastal fringe of the southern Mediterranean are 

increasing the demand for energy, water and infrastructure. Climate change is worsening the 

problem, and all the countries of the southern part of the hotspot experience water deficit. The 

increasing number and magnitude of water investments has caused irreversible damage to the 

fragile water cycle of small river basins in the hotspot. 

Figure 1.1 Location of the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot 

 

CEPF develops ecosystem profiles to identify and articulate an investment strategy for each 

hotspot that will receive funding. Preparation of the ecosystem profile is not simply a desk 

study but involves a regional participation process so that the final outcome is owned and used 

by stakeholders in the region. Each ecosystem profile reflects a rapid assessment of biological 

priorities and the underlying causes of biodiversity loss within particular ecosystems. The 

profile couples these two elements with an inventory of conservation related investment taking 

place within the region and other key information to identify how CEPF funding can provide 

the greatest incremental value. Finally, each profile provides a clear picture of what the 

conservation priorities are, and specifically, which ones would be the most appropriate to 

receive CEPF investment. 

Defining the ñconservation outcomesò for a given hotspot is the most critical step in the 

ecosystem profiling process. These outcomes refer to the entire set of conservation targets in a 

hotspot to be achieved in order to prevent biodiversity loss. The CEPF funding niche and 

strategy is based upon these outcomes, firstly to ensure that CEPF investments are directed at 

relevant issues, and secondly to enable measurement of the success of investments, since these 

targets also represent a baseline for monitoring.  

Conservation outcomes are identified at three scales representing (i) the globally threatened 

species within the region, (ii) the sites that sustain them (key biodiversity areas), and (iii) the 
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landscapes necessary to maintain the ecological and evolutionary processes upon which those 

sites depend ð the corridors. Respectively, these outcomes are: ñextinctions avoided,ò ñareas 

protectedò and ñcorridors created.ò In defining outcomes at the species, site and corridor levels, 

CEPF aims to identify targets that are quantitative, justifiable and repeatable. CEPF is not 

trying to achieve all of these targets in every hotspot, but its investment niche and strategy aims 

to address a priority subset of them. 

Each ecosystem profile recommends broad strategic funding directions that can be 

implemented by the civil society to contribute to the conservation of biodiversity in the hotspot. 

To this end, CEPF provides civil society with a flexible funding mechanism. An additional 

purpose is to ensure that those efforts complement existing strategies and frameworks 

established by local, regional and national governments. CEPF promotes working alliances 

among community groups, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), government, academic 

institutions and the private sector, combining unique capacities and eliminating duplication of 

efforts for a comprehensive approach to conservation. CEPF targets transboundary cooperation 

when areas rich in biological value straddle national borders, or in areas where a regional 

approach will be more effective than a national approach.  
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2. BACKGROUND 

The first phase of CEPF investment in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot (2012-2017) was 

guided by an ecosystem profile prepared in 2010. Given the very significant political changes 

that have occurred in the region since 2010, the availability of new information on biological 

priorities, and the rich experience gained from five years of grant making, it was necessary to 

update the ecosystem profile to guide the next five-years of CEPF investment. The update of 

the ecosystem profile was financed by CEPF, the Prince Albert II of Monaco Foundation and 

MAVA Fondation pour la Nature. 

The ecosystem profile update was led by a consortium consisting of BirdLife International, 

IUCN, Tour du Valat, Conservatoire du Littoral, and three BirdLife Partners from 

Mediterranean-based organizations; Sociedad Española de Ornitología (SEO/BirdLife Spain), 

Druġtvo za opazovanje in prouļevanje ptic slovenije (DOPPS/BirdLife, Slovenia) and 

Association Les Amis des Oiseaux (AAO/BirdLife, Tunisia). IUCN participation included staff 

of the Centre for Mediterranean Cooperation (IUCN-Med), the IUCN Regional Office for 

Eastern Europe and Central Asia (IUCN ECARO) and IUCN Regional Office for West Asia 

(ROWA), and experts from IUCNôs Global Species Programme (GSP) and from the Species 

Survival Commission (SSC) Mediterranean Plant Specialist Group. DOPPS, AAO and the 

BirdLife Middle East Office provided sub-regional support to national partners, with the 

BirdLife Secretariat providing direct support to Cabo Verde and Turkey.  

The team sought the input of local governments, communities, businesses and civil society 

organizations in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot. A total of 461 participants attended 14 

national workshops between September and November 2016 (Table 2.1).  

Table 2.1 Dates and locations of local stakeholder consultation workshops 

Date Location Country covered Meeting coordinator Participants 

20/09/2016 Ļapljina Bosnia and Herzegovina Lijepa nasa 31 

23/09/2016 Podgorica Montenegro CZIP/BirdLife 24 

26/09/2016 Tirana Albania PPNEA 50 

28/09/2016 Skopje Macedonia, FYR MES/BirdLife  35 

11/10/2016 Cairo Egypt EEAA and NCE/BirdLife 59 

12/10/2016 Rui Vaz (Santiago) Cabo Verde Biosfera1 24 

13/10/2016 Dibbens Reserve Jordan RSCN/BirdLife 34 

14/10/2016 Rabat Morocco GREPOM/BirdLife 24 

18/10/2016 Beqaôa Valley Lebanon SPNL/BirdLife 43 

18/10/2016 Tunis Libya AAO/BirdLife 5 

18/10/2016 Tunis Tunisia AAO/BirdLife 35 

20/10/2016 Alger Algeria AREA-ED 51 

26/10/2016 Jordan Palestine  PWS/BirdLife 10 

02/11/2016 Ankara Turkey Proje Evi 36 

TOTAL 461 

No workshops were held in Syria or Kosovo. Instead, data were collected via personal 

communications with stakeholders in these countries. Overall, therefore, 16 countries were 

covered by the update of the ecosystem profile. Not all of these countries are eligible for CEPF 

funding (see Section 12.1) but the purpose of the ecosystem profile is to provide a shared 
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strategy that can be used by other funders to guide their investments in conservation actions 

led by civil society groups.  

Many different sectors were invited to the national consultations, with representations of civil 

society organizations (CSOs), government agencies, including protected area managers, public 

companies, private business, research institutions and international donors (Table 2.2).  

Table 2.2 Percentage of participants in each national consultation workshop, by sector 

Country 
Business or 

media 
CSO/ NGO 

Donor/UN 
agency 

Government 
agency 

Research 
institution 

Not 
specified 

Albania 4 42 0 32 22 0 

Algeria 2 37 4 29 27 0 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

6 74 0 16 0 3 

Cabo Verde 0 38 4 29 29 0 

Egypt 3 8 12 59 10 7 

Jordan 6 41 0 29 21 3 

Lebanon 14 47 2 9 26 2 

Libya 0 60 0 20 20 0 

Macedonia, FYR 11 49 6 14 20 0 

Montenegro 29 50 4 8 8 0 

Morocco 0 33 0 38 25 4 

Palestine 10 20 0 30 40 0 

Tunisia 0 69 0 26 6 0 

Turkey 3 44 17 22 8 6 

TOTAL 6 42 4 28 18 2 

 

Each workshop discussed in detail the analysis for a specific part of the Mediterranean Basin 

Hotspot, cross-checking the teamôs data on the names and locations of sites, discussing the 

boundaries identified, and verifying the presence of species of conservation concern. The 

workshops also provided an opportunity to collect information on stakeholders, threats and 

conservation actions at each site, and this information forms an important part of the analysis 

in Chapters 7, 8 and 10. The lists of species and the maps of proposed priority sites were posted 

on a website that was available between September and November 2016. 

In addition to the national meetings, there was a regional meeting organized at the end of 

November 2016, where 51 participants (some of whom had already participated in the national 

meetings) contributed to the validation of the new profile, the final definition of corridors and 

the investment strategy. This process also benefitted from the results of the final assessment of 

CEPFôs first phase of investment in the hotspot. During the different phases, a team of 

contributors reviewed and provided their knowledge and expertise to improve the contents of 

the different chapters. Altogether, this document is the result of the participation of some 500 

people. 
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3. FIRST PHASE OF CEPF INVESTMENT: OVERVIEW AND 
LESSONS LEARNED 

3.1 Investment strategy for phase 1 
 

The ecosystem profile that guided the first phase of CEPF investment in the Mediterranean 

Basin Hotspot was formulated in 2010, through an inclusive, participatory process that 

engaged more than 100 experts from civil society, donor and government stakeholders 

throughout the region. The ecosystem profile defined geographic priorities for CEPF 

investment. At the landscape level, these comprised six conservation corridors, and 50 high-

priority Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) within them. A further 20 KBAs, representing highly 

irreplaceable and vulnerable sites in five other corridors, were the focus of site-level 

investments. Overall, therefore, 70 KBAs were eligible for CEPF funding, together with the 

six priority corridors. 

 

The CEPF investment strategy for the first phase comprised 13 investment priorities grouped 

under four strategic directions, one of which was dedicated to the Regional Implementation 

Team (RIT; Table 3.1).  

 
Table 3.1 CEPF investment strategy for phase 1 (2012-2017) 

STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS INVESTMENT PRIORITIES 

1. Promote civil society involvement in 

Integrated Coastal Zone Management to 

minimize the negative effects of coastal 

development in three priority corridors 

(Southwest Balkans; Cyrenaican 

Peninsula; and Mountains, Plateaus and 

Wetlands of Algerian Tell and Tunisia), 

and in 20 coastal and marine priority key 

biodiversity areas in other corridors 

1.1 Support civil society involvement in the development and 

implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) and 

the advancement of best practices in integrating nature conservation 

with the tourism sector 

1.2 Raise awareness and influence the choices of the European 

tourist market and tourism businesses in favor of tourism practices 

appropriate for nature 

1.3 Support local stakeholders to advance and benefit from nature-

based tourism through the diversification of tourism-related activities 

and generation of alternative livelihoods 

2. Establish the sustainable 

management of water catchments and 

the wise use of water resources with a 

focus on the priority corridors of the 

(1) Atlas Mountains, (2) Taurus 

Mountains, (3) Orontes Valley and 

Lebanon Mountains and (4) Southwest 

Balkans  

2.1. Contribute to and establish Integrated River Basin Management 

(IRBM) initiatives for pilot basins and replicate best practices, to 

reduce the negative impacts of insufficiently planned water 

infrastructures 

2.2. Support IRBM policy and legislation development and 

implementation through capacity building and advocacy at all 

appropriate levels 

2.3. Support innovative financing mechanisms for conserving and 

restoring freshwater ecosystems and traditional water catchments 

2.4. Facilitate and support adaptation to climate change via 

improving water use efficiency in agricultural landscapes and 

allowing environmental flows for key biodiversity areas 

2.5 Share and replicate the lessons learned and best practices from 

and with other river basin management experiences elsewhere in the 

Mediterranean 
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STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS INVESTMENT PRIORITIES 

3. Improve the conservation and 

protection status of 44 priority key 

biodiversity areas  

3.1. Establish new protected areas and promote improved 

management of existing protected areas by developing and 

implementing sustainable management plans  

3.2. Develop financial mechanisms that support protected areas 

while enhancing sustainable livelihood and promoting community 

management of priority key biodiversity areas 

3.3. Raise awareness of the importance of priority key biodiversity 

areas, including those that have irreplaceable plant and marine 

biodiversity 

4. Provide strategic leadership and 

effective coordination of CEPF 

investment through a regional 

implementation team 

4.1. Build a broad constituency of civil society groups working across 

institutional and political boundaries toward achieving the shared 

conservation goals described in the ecosystem 

4.2. Act as a liaison unit for relevant networks throughout the 

Mediterranean to harmonize investments and direct new funding to 

priority issues and sites. 

 

The CEPF investment in the Mediterranean Basin, although regional in scope and ambition, 

was limited to 12 countries during phase 1. Some countries were not eligible to receive CEPF 

funding, others were not included for security reasons. Table 3.2 summarizes the eligibility of 

Mediterranean countries to receive CEPF funding, and illustrates that the number of countries 

(and, thus, the number of KBAs) that CEPF actually invested in was lower than the number 

initial envisioned in the ecosystem profile.  

 
Table 3.2 Eligibility of countries to receive CEPF funding during phase 1 (2012-2017) 

Country Eligibility  
Endorsement by 
GEF Focal Point 

Notes 

Albania Yes 2011  

Algeria Yes November 2013 GEF focal point endorsed the ecosystem profile only 

in 2013, so country was not included in the first calls 

for proposals 

Bosnia & 

Herzegovina 

Yes June 2011  

Cape Verde Yes December 2011  

Croatia Until July 

2013 only 

December 2011 The adhesion of the country to the European Union 

made it ineligible from July 2013 

Egypt No Not endorsed The GEF focal point was contacted on several 

occasions but no endorsement was secured. The 

political and security situation during 2010-2013 was 

also a concern 

Jordan Yes October 2011  

Lebanon Yes January 2012  

Libya Yes October 2012 The security situation limited CEPF investment in the 

country since mid-2013 

Macedonia Yes September 2010  

Montenegro Yes October 2010  

Morocco Yes April 2012  

Syria No 2011 GEF focal point endorsement was received but 

investment was impossible due to the political and 

security situation  

Tunisia Yes 2011  

Turkey No Not endorsed GEF focal point endorsement was not secured, 

despite repeated attempts  

EU member 

states, Monaco, 

etc. 

No - Not World Bank client countries 
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The CEPF investment started in the region effective of June 2012, with the recruitment of the 

RIT and the award of the first grants under the initial Call for Proposals (launched in January 

2012). The initial spending authority for the Mediterranean Basin was US$10 million. This 

increased to US$11,016,744 in 2013, with the commitment of additional funds from the 

MAVA Foundation.  

 

3.2 Overview of CEPF investment in phase 1 (2012-2017) 

3.2.1 Coordinating CEPF grant making 
 

The RIT for the Mediterranean Basin was established to provide strategic leadership and 

effective coordination of CEPF investment in the hotspot. The RIT for the Mediterranean 

Basin was managed by a consortium of member organizations of the BirdLife Partnership, led 

by BirdLife International. The other partners were:  

 

¶ La Ligue pour la Protection des Oiseaux (LPO; BirdLife in France), 

responsible for work in North Africa (except Egypt) and Cape Verde;  

¶ DOPPS (BirdLife in Slovenia), responsible for work in the Balkans; and 

¶ BirdLife Middle-East Office, responsible for work in the Middle-East.  

3.2.2 Calls for proposals 
 

From January 2012 to July 2015, CEPF launched eight Calls for Proposals, receiving a total 

of 394 Letters of Inquiry (LoIs; 227 for Large and 167 for Small Grants). The details of these 

calls are presented in Table 3.3 below.  

 
Table 3.3 Calls for proposals issued during phase 1 

Release Deadline Specifications Countries 
LoIs 

received 

LoIs 

approved 

Jan 2012 Feb 2012 
Large grants, focus 

on regional projects 

All eligible countries 

 
40 6 (15%) 

Oct 2012 Nov 2012 
Large grants, all 

strategic directions 
All eligible countries 77 19 (25%) 

Nov 2012 Dec 2012 
Small grants, all 

strategic directions 
All eligible countries 97 19 (20%) 

Jan 2013 Feb 2013 
Large grants, all 

strategic directions 
Algeria, Libya 15 1 (7%) 

Jun 2013 Jul 2013 
Large and small 

grants, focus on SD2 

Albania, Lebanon, 

Montenegro, 

Morocco, Macedonia 

Large: 34 

Small: 12 

Large: 7 

(21%) 

Small: 3 

(25%) 

Nov 2013 Jan 2014 
Small grants, all 

strategic directions 

Albania, Algeria, 

Jordan, Libya, 

Macedonia, Morocco, 

Tunisia 

43 13 (30%) 

Apr 2014 May 2014 
Large grants, focus 

on SD1 

Algeria, Cape Verde, 

Libya, Morocco, Tunisia 
27 7 (26%) 

Oct 2014 Nov 2014 
Large grants, focus 

on SD2 

Albania, Montenegro, 

Morocco, Macedonia. 
34 5 (15%) 

Jul 2015 Sep 2015 
Small grants, focus 

on SD1 
Algeria, Libya, 
Morocco, Tunisia 

15 3 (20%) 
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Overall, the quality of applications varied significantly across the hotspot. Applications from 

the Balkans, in particular from countries of the former Yugoslavia, were generally of good 

quality, in contrast to applications from North Africa. This could be considered indicative of 

variations on capacity of civil society among the different sub-regions, with organizations in 

North Africa often being younger, with less experience in project preparation. These 

variations were compounded by the additional constraints faced by civil society organizations 

(CSOs) in times of political turmoil. This impacted their ability to develop proposals, 

especially in Libya and Tunisia. As a consequence, the volume of grants awarded differed 

significantly among sub-regions (see Section 3.2.3). A lesson for the second phase of 

investment is the need to concentrate effort in reaching out and closely supporting CSOs in 

countries where capacity needs are the greatest, and to ensure sufficient flexibility in the 

investment strategy to adapt to a dynamic political and security environment. 

3.2.3 Portfolio Overview 
 

CEPF supported 108 projects in the 12 eligible countries, evenly distributed between large 

and small grants (Table 3.4).  

 
Table 3.4 Grants awarded during phase 1 

Strategic Direction 
Allocation 
(US$) 

Awarded grants 
Percentage 
awarded Total value 

(US$) 
No. of large 
grants 

No. of small 
grants 

1. Integrated coastal zone 
management 

3,390,000 3,228,953 21 16 95 

2. Sustainable management 
of water catchments 

2,017,652 2,113,580 14 12 105 

3. Strengthened KBA 
conservation 

3,500,000 3,533,250 18 26 101 

4. Regional Implementation 
Team 

2,109,092 2,109,092 12 0 100 

TOTAL 11,016,744 10,984,876 54 54 100 

 

Grant making during phase 1 followed a bell-curve (Figure 3.1), with most grants being 

awarded during the second and third years of implementation, followed by a decrease.  

 
Figure 3.1 Value of grants awarded during each fiscal year of phase 1 

                                                 
2 Administratively, the RIT was funded by two grants: administration; and programmatic. It is considered here as one grant 

because these grants were de facto managed jointly. The RIT grant is not considered in the subsequent analyses.  
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Investment by sub-regions and 
countries 
The Balkans received the largest share 

of grants initially, which was certainly a 

reflection of the higher proposal 

development capacity of CSOs in the 

sub-region. In North Africa, two 

countries endorsed the ecosystem 

profile part way through the phase, 

leading to a delay in CEPF grant making 

in this sub-region. Nevertheless, this 

situation balanced out over time, thanks 

to dedicated efforts by the RIT to 

engage and support North African 

organizations to develop quality 

proposals, and the launch of targeted 

calls for this sub-region.  

 

Grant making in the Middle East proceeded at the anticipated level, given the limited number 

of eligible sites and the impossibility of supporting Syrian organizations due to the security 

situation in that country.  

 
CEPF support to local vs. international organizations 
During phase 1, CEPF awarded 81 grants (34 large and 47 small) to national organizations, 

representing 76 percent of all grants awarded (Figure 3.4). However, because the largest grants 

(often regional in scope) were awarded mainly to international NGOs, these organizations 

received 40 percent of the total amount awarded (Figure 3.3). It has to be noted that, in most 

cases, grants to international organizations either included sub-grants to national 

organizations, or involved them as beneficiaries. Also, two thirds of the international NGOs 

grantees were based in Mediterranean basin countries: Spain (1); Portugal (1); Greece (2); 

Slovenia (2); Italy (4); and France (2). In this way, regional cooperation was enhanced, at the 

level of the hotspot as a whole. 

 
Figure 3.3 Value of grants awarded to national 
and international CSOs during Phase 1 

Figure 3.4 Number of grants awarded to 
national and international CSOs during Phase 1

 
 

Figure 3.2 Value of grants awarded in each sub-
region and at the hotspot level in Phase 1 
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3.3 Collaboration with CEPF donors and other funders 
 

Many donors support conservation in the 

Mediterranean Basin Hotspot, and several 

regional initiatives and platforms exist to 

foster partnership and collaboration. During 

phase 1, CEPF strengthened relationships 

with the community of donors working 

specifically with non-state actors in the field 

of conservation.  

 

Representatives of key donors and other 

important stakeholders were invited to form 

the CEPF Mediterranean Basin Advisory 

Committee, which provided strategic advice 

to CEPF and helped identify opportunities 

for collaboration with other donors (see 

Table 3.5).  

 

CEPF also participated in the Mediterranean 

Donors Roundtable, which brings together, 

once a year, representatives from the Oak Foundation, Fonds Franais pour lôEnvironnement 

Mondial (FFEM), the Adessium Foundation, the MAVA Foundation, the Prince Albert II of 

Monaco Foundation, Thalassa Foundation (Greece) and Fundacion Biodiversidad (Spain).  

 

The CEPF Secretariat and RIT also strived to engage with the GEF Operational Focal Points 

in all eligible hotspot countries. This was initially to secure their endorsement of the ecosystem 

profile, and subsequently to update them on progress with the CEPF investment. Supervision 

missions and site visits to hotspot countries by CEPF Secretariat and RIT staff were also 

opportunities to meet personally with regional staff of CEPFôs global donors, in particular 

AFD, the EU, the World Bank and the GEF Small Grants Program. The exchange of 

information and experience on local civil society actors proved very useful, and several donor 

representatives provided comments on individual project proposals.  

 
3.4 Summary of impacts to date 
 

The first phase of CEPF investment in the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot comprised 108 grants. 

As of January 2017, 25 percent of large grants and 20 percent of small grants had not been 

completed. The results summarized in this section are, therefore, provisional. The final results 

of CEPF investment in the hotspot will be compiled during the second half of 2017, after the 

remaining grants submit their completion reports, and presented in the form of a Final 

Assessment report. 

 
3.4.1 CEPF impact on conservation of threatened species  
 

Conservation action needs a solid scientific basis to be correctly targeted and make efficient 

use of resources. Several CEPF grants generated scientific knowledge on the ecology or 

biology of threatened species, or improved understanding of their range and occurrence: types 

of information that are indispensable to conservation planning and action. Monitoring of 

populations of selected species was also undertaken, to strengthen the basis for evidence-based 

Table 3.5 Advisory committee members 
Name Organization 

Fabrice Bernard Conservatoire du littoral 
(France) 

Munir Adgham UNDP/GEF Small Grant 
Program, Jordan 

Antonio Troya IUCN Centre for 
Mediterranean Cooperation 

Aissa Moali University of Bejaia (Algeria) 

Myrsini Malakou Society for the Protection of 
Prespa (Greece) 

Bertrand de 
Montmollin 

IUCN/SSC Mediterranean 
Plant Specialist Group 

Paule Gros MAVA Foundation 
(Switzerland) 

Paolo Lombardi WWF Mediterranean 
Programme Office 

Constance Corbier Fonds Français pour 
lôEnvironnement Mondial 

Raphaël Cuvelier Prince Albert II Foundation 
(Monaco) 

Jean Jalbert Tour du Valat (France) 

Ricardo Monteiro UNDP/GEF Small Grant 
Program, Cabo Verde 

Gabriele Rechbauer GIZ (Balkans) 
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conservation management. Given the emphasis placed on conservation action over research, 

CEPF has supported scientific research and monitoring for a limited number of species, 

focusing on those with an overriding need for information, and mostly as components of wider 

conservation projects (Table 3.6). 

 
Table 3.6 Individual species that were the focus of scientific research and monitoring  

Taxonomic 
group 

Scientific name Common name Results 

Plants Vitis vinifera Wild Grape Locating wild grapevine, studying hybridizing 
with domestic vine (Bosnia, Croatia)  

Plants Iris bismarkiana,  
Iris sofarana 

Nazareth Iris, 
Sofar Iris 

Locating wild populations, research on 
ecology and ex situ reproduction (Lebanon) 

Mammals Monachus monachus Mediterranean 
Monk Seal 

Evaluation of status of population on the 
coast of Lebanon, after discovery of the 
species in the country 

Birds Neophron percnopterus Egyptian Vulture Assessment of the population in Albania and 
threats to it, to design future conservation 
actions 

Reptiles Chiononia stangeri 
Hemidactylus bouvieri 
razoensis,  
Tarentola gigas brancoensis, 
Tarentola raziana 

Stanger's Skink, 
Cabo Verde Leaf-
toed Gecko,  
Giant Wall Gecko, 
Raso Gecko  

Monitoring of populations in the Desertas 
Islands; study of their ecological 
requirements and threats (Cabo Verde)  

Amphibians  Proteus anguinus Olm DNA sampling in underground water sources 
to identify new populations; application of 
results to conservation planning (Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Montenegro) 

Mollusks Bythinella melovskii freshwater snail Description of a new species (Macedonia) 

 

CEPF also supported several projects that assessed a wider taxonomic groups, rather than 

individual species, and thereby generated information to guide further conservation planning 

and action. The key results are described below:  

 

The project Freshwater Biodiversity Assessment and Conservation Priorities for the 

Mediterranean Basin Hotspot, implemented by IUCN, with co-funding from the MAVA 

Foundation, resulted in comprehensive Red List assessments of major groups of freshwater 

species in the Mediterranean Basin, and the first-ever published list of freshwater KBAs for 

the hotspot. A total of 1,236 currently described species, just under one-third of which are 

found nowhere else on the planet, were mapped and had their global threat status assessed. 

Several projects focused on monitoring waterbirds, particularly at coastal wetlands and other 

habitats important for migratory birds in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania, 

Lebanon, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, Center for Karst 

and Speleology (Centar za krġ i speleologiju) prepared the first national assessment of bats, 

which resulted in the discovery of new, large colonies of bats in the country. In Cape Verde, 

Biosfera I monitored the poorly understood endemic reptiles of the Desertas group of islands. 

Projects in Tunisia and Cape Verde contributed to the monitoring of loggerhead sea turtle 

(Caretta caretta), for which Cape Verde is among the most important nesting site in the 

Atlantic Ocean. Finally, Université Saint Joseph and its partners worked on the identification 

of Important Plant Areas of Lebanon. This work established a foundation for site-focused 

action for the preservation of the endemic and threatened plants of the country. A similar 

exercise was undertaken for the identification of Important Plant Areas in Cape Verde, under 

the supervision of the IUCN/SSC Mediterranean Plant Specialist Group. 
 

As well as guiding conservation action at local and national levels, data collected through these 

projects were used in the update of the ecosystem profile, allowing identification of new KBAs, 

prioritization of KBAs, and design of an investment strategy targeting the highest priority sites. 
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In several cases, the information generated through CEPF-supported projects resulted in 

improvements to the conservation of threatened species at the site level. For example, the 

population of Dalmatian pelican (Pelecanus crispus, VU) at Lake Skadar had the most breeding 

success in the last 30 years, thanks to conservation actions taken by CEPF grantees and local 

stakeholders. For more details, see the report Update on Impact on Biodiversity of the 

Mediterranean Portfolio, December 2016, which is available at the following link: 

http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/donor_council/Mediterannean-Biodiversity-

Impact-Report.pdf    
 

3.4.2 Impact on conservation of KBAs 
  
The main focus of the CEPF investment strategy in the Mediterranean Basin during Phase 1 

was at the site level. KBA conservation was advanced, either through supporting the creation 

and strengthening the management of protected areas, or through working with nature users 

and landowners to promote sustainable, biodiversity-friendly practices. At the present time, 

and with the limitation that all results are not yet available, CEPF grantees have implemented 

projects at 65 KBAs, and reported improved management of at least 46 of them, covering a 

combined area of 1,495,000 hectares.  
 

Creation and expansion of protected areas 
The creation of protected areas is a lengthy process everywhere in the world, and the 

Mediterranean Basin is no exception. Given the well developed protected area systems in most 

hotspot countries at the start of the investment period, the creation of six new protected areas 

and the expansion of one, for a total increase in coverage of 27,542 hectares, can be considered 

an important result, especially as these extensions fill gaps in coverage of the regional protected 

area system. Furthermore, eight other sites are currently in the process of being established and 

are expected to be gazetted in the coming months, for an estimated additional area of 115,000 

hectares. Overall, therefore, it is expected that CEPF will have helped the creation and 

expansion of about 140,000 hectares of protected areas in the Mediterranean Basin under the 

first phase of implementation.  
 

In addition to increasing the number and size of protected areas in the hotspot, the development 

of new models for protection of key sites was also a notable result of the first phase of 

investment. 

 

The concept of micro-reserves was used for the first time in Lebanon, based on agreements 

with local authorities regarding communal lands (Ehmej) or with the church (Sarada) or private 

landowners (Baskinta) regarding land in private ownership. Although small in size, these sites 

have high conservation importance, especially for the preservation of populations of locally 

endemic or rare plants. The first micro-reserve (Ehmej) in Lebanon was officially recognized 

by the Ministry of Environment in 2015, setting a precedent for scaling up the approach in the 

Important Plant Areas, identified with CEPF support. 

 

The Society for the Protection of Nature in Lebanon adapted the traditional concept of Hima 

(a system of land and water management) to demonstrate an alternative, community-managed 

protected area model. This concept could potentially be replicated in many other places in the 

Mediterranean Basin. Also in Lebanon, Qaytouli -Roum was established as the first 

ñsustainable hunting areaò in the country. The site is managed by the local government with 

the involvement of hunters and nature conservationists. 

http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/donor_council/Mediterannean-Biodiversity-Impact-Report.pdf
http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/donor_council/Mediterannean-Biodiversity-Impact-Report.pdf
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In Tunisia, the Kuriat Islands Marine Protected Area is expected to be gazetted during the 

second half of 2017. This protected area, which covers 80,000 hectares, will be the first co-

managed protected area in the country. A civil society organization (Notre Grand Bleu) will be 

closely involved in the day-to-day management of the site: an arrangement that would have 

been completely impossible only a couple of years ago. This shows the extent to which the 

operating space for CSOs has opened up in Tunisia, following the events of the Arab Spring.  

 

These new models, all pushing for multi-stakeholder approaches, demonstrate how civil society 

can play a crucial role, alongside government authorities, in the management of protected areas 

in the region. 
 

Improved management of KBAs 
CEPF support resulted in demonstrated improvements in management of 46 of the 65 KBAs 

(71 percent) where the fund invested. For the 19 sites where no improvement was noted, either 

activities have not yet had sufficient time to demonstrate a significant impact, or activities were 

too limited in size and scope to be expected to have a direct impact on management (e.g., 

scientific studies, awareness-raising, etc.).  

 

CEPF supported conservation actions at 26 KBAs that are, at least partially, under formal 

protection area status. In such cases, grantees were requested to monitor management 

effectiveness of the protected area, in order to be able to observe any change over the period of 

CEPF support. This was done by facilitating the protected area management authority to 

complete the Protected Area Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT), developed by 

WWF for the GEF. As of January 2017, baseline METTs had been collected for 23 of the 26 

protected areas, and final METTs had been collected for nine protected areas. Pending a 

comprehensive analysis of trends across all protected areas supported by CEPF, the preliminary 

findings show that:  

 

¶ METT scores increased for seven protected areas, were stable for one and decreased 

for one.  

¶ The average increase in METT score over the period of CEPF support was 13 points 

(out of 102); with increases ranging from 2 to 24 points.  

¶ In the one case where the METT score decreased, structural issues at the national level 

were the cause. Nevertheless, the (small-scale) activities supported by CEPF had a 

positive impact on conservation. 

 

The total area of KBAs under protection that had a demonstrated improvement in management 

was estimated at 1,114,000 hectares. 
 

CEPF also supported many projects in unprotected KBAs (or areas within KBAs), either to 

prepare for future protection or, more often, to help local communities maintain or improve 

management practices in productive landscapes, resulting in better protection of biodiversity. 

These investments resulted in improved management of KBAs across a total area of productive 

land estimated at 348,000 hectares. Altogether, therefore, the total area of KBAs benefiting 

from improved management as a result of CEPF investments in phase 1 was estimated to be 

around 1.5 million hectares.  
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Improved management of biodiversity in productive landscapes 
CEPF also tracked the impact of projects on strengthened management of biodiversity in 

productive landscapes (within and outside KBAs3). Working in productive landscapes is 

considered a key strategy for conservation, especially in contexts such as the Mediterranean 

Basin, where biodiversity has evolved alongside human land-use practices for several thousand 

years, to the extent that many of the most threatened terrestrial species are dependent on 

habitats that are maintained through continuing interventions for agriculture, seasonal grazing 

or harvesting of wild products. In the Mediterranean Basin, considering this interrelation 

between nature and human activity, many protected areas are also places where productive 

activities take place, sometimes at a large scale.  

 

CEPF supported a wide range of activities related to sustainable use of natural resources and 

improved agricultural or fishing practices in 33 sites, among which 27 were situated within or 

in the direct vicinity of KBAs. Activities varied substantially from one site to another, and so 

did their impact on biodiversity. The total area of productive land where changes in 

management practices with positive impacts on biodiversity were recorded was estimated at 

1,110,000 hectares.  

 

The emphasis on working within productive landscapes informed the design of the investment 

strategy in the updated ecosystem profile (Chapter 13). The experience from the first phase 

demonstrated the potential for working in such landscapes to address biodiversity conservation 

objectives at the same time as delivering tangible human wellbeing benefits. Consequently, 

stakeholders consulted during the update process proposed including a dedicated strategic 

direction, focused on the maintenance of traditional land-use practices in productive 

landscapes, to address it more systematically.  

 

3.4.3 Impact on civil society capacity 
 
CEPF supported 91 organizations through 108 projects during the first phase. As discussed 

earlier, 60 percent of grants by value were awarded to local organizations from eligible hotspot 

countries. Among the 40 percent of funds that were awarded to ñinternational organizationsò, 

the majority was directed to regional organizations in the Mediterranean Basin, national 

organizations from EU member countries within the Mediterranean Basin (i.e., Greece, Italy, 

Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, etc.), or Mediterranean programs of international NGOs (i.e., 

IUCN, WWF, etc.). In many cases, these international organizations worked closely with 

national and local partners in eligible hotspot countries.  

 

CEPF monitors the impact of its investments on the organizational capacity of CSOs by means 

of the Civil Society Tracking Tool (CSTT): a self-assessment tool that each local organization 

fills up at beginning and end of the period of CEPF support. At the time of writing, data were 

available for 48 percent of the grantees in phase 1. Analysis of these preliminary results reveals 

that:  

 

¶ 62 percent of grantees reported increased capacity. 

¶ 14 percent reported no change.  

¶ 24 percent of grantees reported decreased capacity.4 

                                                 
3 The figures provided for ñstrengthened management of biodiversity in productive landscapesò should not be added to the 

ones for ñstrengthened management of Key Biodiversity Areasò, as there is a large overlap.  
4 In all but two cases (organizations in difficult situations), the scores decreased by only 1 or 2 points (out of 100).  
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CEPF also supported the creation or strengthening of 11 CSO networks, which facilitated 

collaboration and exchange of experience among conservation organizations at the national 

level, or on specific issues (integrated coastal zone management, illegal hunting, river basin 

management, etc.) at the regional level. 

 

Mentoring of recently established, smaller organizations by stronger, longer-established 

organizations proved a very successful model for strengthening organizational capacities, as 

was seen in Tunisia, Morocco, Cape Verde and the Balkans. In addition, the RIT facilitated 

peer-to-peer exchanges on specific practices, rooted in on-the-ground experience, which were 

recognized by grantees as an invaluable way to build their capacities. For more details, see the 

report Grantee Voices from the Med, 2015, which is available at the following link: 

http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/mediterranean/Mediterranean%20National%

20Assessment%20Report.pdf  

 

3.5 Lessons learned from phase 1  
 

Lessons learned were monitored throughout the implementation of the first phase of CEPF 

investment. A key exercise was the Mid-term Assessment5, which was conducted 2015 and 

involved the following activities: 

  

¶ National assessments, undertaken in all 11 eligible countries in the Mediterranean Basin 

through in-country meetings. A total of 186 people participated in these meetings, 

including CEPF grantees, and local and national government representatives.  

¶ An online survey, in English, French, Arabic and Serbo-Croatian, sent to all CEPF 

grantees and unsuccessful applicants, to which 116 responses were recorded.  

¶ A regional workshop, held in Montenegro during May 2015, which was attended by 

more than 50 representatives of CEPF grantees, government officials, diplomats and 

CEPFôs donor partners. 

 

The findings of the Mid-term Assessment informed the scope of the final call for proposals in 

2015, as well as subsequent cost extensions and grants by invitation, to fill gaps in the portfolio 

and consolidate successful initiatives. The findings of the Mid-term Assessment were also a 

vital input into the update of the ecosystem profile, given that the exercise explicitly asked the 

questions: what worked, what didnôt work and why? 

 

Other important exercises for documenting lessons learned were the Annual Portfolio 

Overviews6, which were produced internally by the CEPF Secretariat and RIT, the long-term 

vision for the Balkans sub-region, prepared by independent consultants in 2015, and the 

meetings of the Advisory Group, five of which were held between 2014 and 2016, including 

a final meeting held in Tangiers in advance of the regional consultation workshop for the 

ecosystem profile update. 

  

In parallel to learning lessons at the portfolio level, lessons were also drawn from routine 

monitoring of individual grants projects, a large proportion of which were visited by the CEPF 

Secretariat and/or RIT during implementation. Particularly important in this regard were the 

                                                 
5 http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/mediterranean/MED-MTA-Nov3.pdf  
6 The Annual Portfolio Overview reports are available at the following link: 

http://www.cepf.net/where_we_work/regions/europe_central_asia/mediterranean/Pages/default.aspx  

http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/mediterranean/Mediterranean%20National%20Assessment%20Report.pdf
http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/mediterranean/Mediterranean%20National%20Assessment%20Report.pdf
http://www.cepf.net/SiteCollectionDocuments/mediterranean/MED-MTA-Nov3.pdf
http://www.cepf.net/where_we_work/regions/europe_central_asia/mediterranean/Pages/default.aspx
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final completion reports prepared by grantees at the end of their projects, which included four 

explicit questions related to lessons learned. 

 

3.5.1 Lessons learned at the portfolio level 
 

Geographic focus 

Political change, economic uncertainty and instability affected the implementation of the CEPF 

investment phase in many hotspot countries, and these factors are likely to continue to affect 

some countries in the next phase. Spreading grant making across multiple eligible countries, 

with flexibility in terms of timing and scope of calls for proposals, maximized CEPFôs ability 

to take advantage of opportunities, while minimizing the risk of failing to meet portfolio-level 

targets due to political or security problems in particular countries. Looking forwards, there are 

likely to be similar opportunities to support CSOs in post-conflict situations over the next five 

years. Globally, CEPF has an established track record of supporting CSOs in post-conflict 

countries (e.g. Liberia, Mozambique, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, etc.), where minimal funding can 

make a major difference to the resurgence of a CSO community and to integrating 

environmental concerns into plans for reconstruction and social and economic recovery. The 

risks and merits of any such engagement in the case of post-conflict countries in the 

Mediterranean Basin would need to be carefully considered. 

 

Regarding the number of sites (i.e., KBAs) that should be prioritized for CEPF support, the 

experience from phase 1 suggests that it is necessary to prioritize at least 50 percent more sites 

for CEPF support than there are available resources for, because of the following reasons: 

 

i) It is not always possible to invest in sites initially prioritized, due to security 

reasons, evolution of the political situation or the lack of endorsement by national 

authorities. During phase 1, this was the case for Syria and parts of Libya (security), 

Egypt and Turkey (lack of endorsement), and Croatia (EU accession).  

ii)  Even when investment in a country is possible, it can happen that no suitable, 

competitive proposals are received under open calls, due to lack of interest or low 

capacity among local organizations. 

iii)  Investments at some sites might not result in direct conservation impacts (in 

particular for sites where there has been little or no previous conservation 

investment, thus requiring CEPF to focus on preparatory actions that do not 

translate into measurable impact during the duration of the investment phase). 

iv) The constantly evolving donor landscape can make CEPF investment at some sites 

no longer relevant. This is especially the case when another donor makes a major 

investment at a site prioritized for CEPF funding: CEPF may decide not to invest at 

that site, in order to avoid duplication of effort. 

 

Another lesson learned is that the operating environment for CSOs in some hotspot countries 

requires significant flexibility during implementation to allow for impactful investment. In 

Algeria, for example, the law limits the activity of NGOs, which can only work in the district 

where they are established. In phase 1, NGOs working at CEPF priority sites were scarce, while 

several established NGOs were unable to apply for CEPF funding, because no priority sites 

had been identified in the district where they were established. In conjunction with Algeriaôs 

late endorsement of the ecosystem profile and complex administrative arrangements regarding 

international funding, the situation led to a limited CEPF investment. To mitigate this constraint 

on CEPF implementation, the Mid-term Assessment included a recommendation to CEPF to 
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open calls for proposals for all sites within the Mountains, Plateaus and Wetlands of the 

Algerian Tell.  

 

In Libya, the political and security situation prevented NGOs from working in the single 

priority corridor that had been identified in the country: the Cyrenaic Peninsula. This led to 

CEPF, after the Mid-term Assessment, deciding to accept projects from the western part of the 

country (i.e. west of Tripoli, where the security situation is more stable), and to adopt a flexible 

approach to supporting civil society.  

 

Furthermore, during all consultations regarding the mid-term assessment, long-term vision and 

the ecosystem profile update, as well as meetings of the CEPF Mediterranean Basin Advisory 

Committee, there was a broad consensus among civil society, donor and government 

representatives that CEPF should continue to focus attention on sites that have already received 

support from the fund, in order to build on success. They advocated including ñcontinuity of 

actionò as a criterion for prioritizing sites for CEPF investment during the second phase.  

 

Management of CEPF programme 
The Mid-term Assessment and routine grant and portfolio-level monitoring indicated clearly 

that CEPFôs niche in the hotspot lies in providing support to local and national CSOs. A 

particular feature of the Mediterranean Basin is that international conservation organizations 

have the opportunity to access significant amounts of grant funding from various European 

Union funding mechanisms, as well as German cooperation, the GEF, the MAVA Foundation 

and others sources, thereby allowing them to implement regional programs and major projects 

at the national level. A partial exception is in the Balkans Sub-region, where the long-term 

vision exercise revealed that CEPF funding represents around one-third of the funding 

available to local environmental CSOs, with the remainder being dominated by EU funding for 

pre-accession activities, and grants to well established NGOs. Across the hotspot as a whole, 

very few funding sources exist for local and national CSOs wanting to engage in nature 

conservation, making CEPF a crucial source of support to these organizations. Within the 

overall CEPF portfolio, larger, higher capacity organizations have an important role to play as 

ñmentoring structuresò, engaging local and grassroots CSOs through sub-grants, providing 

hands-on capacity building and supporting them to applying to small grant mechanisms. 

 

Another important lesson is the importance to CEPF of continued (and, even, strengthened) 

collaboration with other programs working on environment with civil society, such as the GEF 

Small Grant Program, FFEMôs Programme de Petites Initiatives (PPI), or GIZôs program for 

civil society in the Balkans. 

 

Exchange of experience has proven to be important for building the capacities of individual 

NGOs, as well as for developing a stronger ñconservation communityò, able to influence policy 

making and business. While social media and electronic mailing lists proved to be useful means 

of disseminating reports and diffusing analysis, stakeholder surveys underlined the importance 

of face-to-face exchanges. CEPF grantees found national workshops bringing together all 

CEPF grantees (and other stakeholders) working on conservation in a country to be particularly 

useful, and suggested that such workshops be organized in each country on a annual basis. 

 

Regional meetings, tackling specific themes were also found to be beneficial, in particular for 

fostering collaboration for transboundary sites and via regional networks. During the first 

phase, several grantees were invited to build exchange visits with other CEPF grantee into their 

project design. This had great results in terms of alliance building and capacity strengthening, 
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suggesting that this approach should be maintained or systematized during the new phase of 

funding. Participation in regional workshops organized by other regional initiatives (such as 

MedPAN, CAR-SPA, etc.) was also found to be helpful in enlarging the regional conservation 

community, by involving more local actors.  

 

During the first phase of CEPF investment, there were several examples of ñclusteredò grant-

making, where clusters of grants were made to CSOs with complementary skills to address the 

conservation of the same site. For instance, one CSO might carry out baseline surveys, feeding 

into the development of management recommendations by a second CSO specialized in 

advocacy, which in turn might inform the program of another CSO involved in community 

mobilization at the site. This proved to be an effective approach to leveraging the 

complementary skills and experience of different CSOs, in contexts where no single 

organization has the necessary capabilities vertically integrated. Going forwards, CEPF could 

build on the experience from phase 1 by placing emphasis on forging allegiances and 

partnerships among existing and new grantee partners, facilitating communication among 

partners across sectors, and stimulating common areas of work. This will be a particular focus 

of the RITôs role, and will require the RIT to take a strategic view of building a mutually 

reinforcing community of CSOs at local, national and regional level, that becomes less reliant 

upon external technical and financial support over time. One way for the RIT to do this might 

be to encourage collaborative projects involving two or more organizations from the proposal 

design stage. 

 

Another clear lesson from the first phase is the importance of focusing on site-based action 

first, if grantees are to achieve policy impacts. Local CSO need first to demonstrate the 

efficiency of multi-stakeholder, integrated approaches at the local level. Upscaling these 

approaches and influencing policy-makers to incorporate key aspects into policies and plans 

happens only when local CSOs have gained the necessary skills and credibility at the local 

level. Ensuring impacts on policy also requires creative collaboration between local CSOs and 

organizations experienced in policy influence, which may come from other development 

sectors than environment. This calls for innovative partnerships and reaching beyond 

established audiences of conservation-oriented organizations. 

 

Compared with influencing local and national government, the experience of grantees with the 

private sector was even more limited during first phase. This requires specific attention and 

efforts in the coming years. Based on the experience of phase 1, it appears important to: 

 

¶ Start at the local scale, with businesses that are rooted in the community and landscape.  

¶ Seek opportunities to promote the image of the industry at the same time as delivering 

conservation benefits. 

¶ Gather data that demonstrate to business the financial benefits of conservation action.  

¶ Be creative in seeking opportunities for in-kind support from the private sector 

(e.g., meeting venues, assistance with transportation, etc.). 

 

3.5.2 Lessons learned on thematic issues 
 
Coastal zone management 
The first phase of CEPF investment in the hotspot had a strategic direction (SD1) focused on 

coastal regions: ñPromote civil society involvement in Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

(ICZM) to minimize the negative effects of coastal developmentò. This strategic direction was 
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focused on three priority corridors (Southwest Balkans, Cyrenaic Peninsula, and Mountains, 

Plateaus and Wetlands of Algerian Tell and Tunisia), and on 20 coastal and marine KBAs in 

other corridors. The investment priorities focused on implementing integrated coastal zone 

management (IP1.1), influencing the European tourism market (IP1.2), and enhancing local 

livelihoods through nature-based tourism (IP1.3). Although 37 projects were eventually funded 

under this strategic direction, experience showed that most CSOs did not have the capacity and 

credibility needed to address complex, multi-stakeholder conservation challenges at the level 

of entire coastal corridors. Lessons learned from the implementation of these grants included 

that: 

¶ ICZM is a complex concept, which is poorly understood by many local CSOs, with 

little good explanatory material available in local languages. Starting with a site-

focused approach and using this as a platform for engagement with wider planning and 

policy issues was shown to be an effective way of approaching the issue.  

¶ Timing is key to success, and this requires CSOs to be opportunistic. In several cases, 

there were no opportunities for CSOs to engage in ICZM, as there was no on-going 

government-led process at the priority sites and corridors, and CSOs themselves were 

not in a position to catalyze the launch of ICZM processes. The need for opportunistic 

engagement in government-led processes that have their own timeline is not always 

compatible with CEPF-funded projects, which have a lead time of 6 to 12 months. 

¶ CSOs generally found it difficult to initiate or influence ICZM planning processes 

because these are the preserve of national governments, which, especially in North 

Africa, were not open to CSOs playing a leading role. A project with the objective of 

influencing ICZM is unlikely to have an impact unless there is a clear opportunity for 

engagement with concerned government agencies. Such opportunities are becoming 

more frequent with the recent changes in government in some hotspot countries (see 

Chapter 7). Nevertheless, this kind of intervention will be difficult to promote 

proactively but, rather, will require CEPF to take advantage of opportunities that 

present themselves. This calls for relatively small-scale funding, available quickly to 

enable CSOs to take advantage of opportunities when they arise. 

¶ The structure of the investment strategy in the first phase led to a separation between 

work on protected areas (covered under one strategic direction) and work on coastal 

sites (covered under a separate strategic direction). In practice, many important 

protected areas are located within coastal regions, and there are important opportunities 

for CSOs to support their management (see Chapter 8). 

¶ The rapid growth in tourism in North Africa that was anticipated by the original 

ecosystem profile did not occur, primarily because of security concerns, although 

growth was rapid in the Balkans and Cabo Verde. The European tourism market was in 

flux during the first phase, influenced by political and economic developments in the 

EU and the countries of the hotspot as well as globally. The phase 1 investment strategy 

included an investment priority to influence the European tourism market but this 

proved hard to achieve and is now of less immediate relevance in some areas.  

¶ The best results were obtained when local organizations were provided with the 

requisite means and support to achieve substantial results at the local level, thereby 

gaining in capacity and legitimacy. This established a basis for some of these 

organizations to start working at a larger scale and effectively participate in and 

influence government-led ICZM processes.  

 
Conservation of river basins and freshwater biodiversity 
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The first phase of CEPF investment had a strategic direction (SD2) focused on river basins: 

ñSustainable management of water catchments and the wise use of water resources 

establishedò. This strategic direction focused on four priority corridors: Atlas Mountains; 

Taurus Mountains7; Orontes Valley and Levantine Mountains; and Southwest Balkans. There 

were four investment priorities under this strategic direction, focused on: implementation of 

integrated river basin initiatives; support for policies and capacity; new financing mechanisms 

for catchment management; and improvements to agricultural water use allowing sufficient 

water for environmental functions. Best practices were captured and shared with relevant 

stakeholders throughout the hotspot.  

Lessons learned from the implementation of grants during phase 1 included that: 

¶ The integrated river basin management (IRBM) approach is complex and few CSOs 

have both a full understanding of the concept and the skills required to implement it. 

There were, nevertheless, some successes in mitigating impacts of infrastructure 

development projects and reducing water pollution. 

¶ Geographic priorities were not clearly defined for the strategic direction, other than at 

the landscape scale. There was a need for better definition of sites for threatened 

species, to facilitate identification of threats and potential mitigating actions, and 

maximize the impact of interventions on biodiversity conservation. 

¶ Although the lack of a site-focus to some interventions under this strategic direction 

was a problem, work on protected areas under a different strategic direction added 

significant value to the work on freshwater KBAs. However, the overlap between the 

two strategic directions created confusion for grantees and practical difficulties for 

portfolio management. 

¶ Community awareness, and a demonstrated link between human development issues 

(e.g., water quality and availability) and conservation, were key to effective 

engagement of local people in conservation interventions. 

¶ There was potential for private sector engagement, especially as part of sustainable 

financing, although more could have been done to realize this. 

 
3.5.3 Lessons learned on period of investment 

A key lesson was the continuity of funding over several years proved to be very important. 

This was achieved, in some cases, by extending the timeline of grants, to allow grantees more 

time to utilize grant funds, or approving cost-extensions to grants, where additional funds were 

needed to consolidate or build on success. In other cases, it was achieved by supporting 

consecutive grants to the same institution, to support different phases of a program of work. 

Ensuring continuity of funding appears to have been very important in allowing grantees to 

fully achieve their objectives and increase the sustainability of the results. This was 

particularly important in countries such as Algeria, where slow official endorsement and 

administrative complexity led to significant delays. It was also essential for initiatives 

involving protected area establishment or strengthening, for which three-years appeared to be 

the minimum implementation period necessary. Extending the duration of CEPF support also 

allowed grantees to develop new activities related to experience sharing and capitalization of 

lessons learned. 

                                                 
7 The Taurus Mountains corridor is located in Turkey, where CEPF did not make any grants during phase 1.. 
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4. BIOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE OF THE HOTSPOT 

4.1 Introduction 

Biodiversity Hotspots are terrestrial regions that have at least 1,500 vascular plant species 

confined to them and which have lost at least 70% of their original natural habitat (Mittermeier 

et al. 2004). The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot is one of 36 areas in the world which meet these 

criteria. The collision of the African and Eurasian plates in the mid-tertiary has shaped the basin 

to yield huge topographic, climatic and geographic variability, giving rise to an astounding 

array of species and habitats. These factors combined make the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot 

the third richest hotspot in the world in terms of its plant biodiversity (Mittermeier et al. 2004), 

and one of the greatest areas for endemic plants on Earth, including several epicenters of plant 

diversity. Approximately, half of the 25,000 vascular plant species estimated to occur in the 

hotspot are endemic (Blondel et al. 2010).  

This chapter describes the importance of the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot from a geographical, 

geological, climatological, biogeographical, biological and ecological perspective. It also 

outlines the importance of the hotspot in terms of the ecosystem services it provides to its 

human population.  

4.2 Geography and geology 

The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot covers 2,085,292 km2. It stretches across 34 states and 

territories from Madeira and the Azores in the west to northern Iraq in the east. It includes most 

of Greece, northern Italy and the majority of the Iberian Peninsula. Regarding those countries 

covered by the ecosystem profile update, the hotspot encompasses almost all of Morocco, a 

broad strip of northern Algeria and Tunisia, and a narrow coastal portion (<200 km2) of Libya 

and Egypt. The Middle Eastern portions cover much of the mountains of Lebanon, Israel and 

Syria and stretch as far inland as northern Iraq. Nearly 30% of Turkey is covered. The hotspot 

stretches into the Balkan states, covering the karstic lakes and rivers extending from sea level 

up to 1,100 meters. The altitudinal range is enormous with the Atlas Mountains towering at 

more than 4,000 meters and the shores of the Dead Sea as low as 420 meters below sea level, 

the lowest point anywhere on Earthôs land surface.  

Surrounded by the terrestrial Hotspot, the Mediterranean Sea covers 2,500,000 km2 extending 

4,000 km from 5.5ºW to 36ºE, and from 30 to 46ºN. The name of the sea refers to 

Mediterraneum, which means ñin the middle of landò. The sea has connections to the Atlantic 

ocean through the narrow Strait of Gibraltar (14 km wide and 300 ï 900 meters deep), to the 

Black Sea through the Strait of Çanakkale (Dardanelles) (even narrower and only 70 meters 

deep) and, since 1869, to the Red Sea through the artificial Suez Canal to the Red Sea 

(Hofrichter 2001). The Strait of Sicily divides the Mediterranean Sea into two main sub 

basins - the western Mediterranean Basin (with more Atlantic influence) and the eastern 

Mediterranean Basin (Cartes et al. 2004). The complex topography, water mass circulation 

and oceanographic conditions produce a degree of isolation between areas within the two 

main Mediterranean sub-basins, thus contributing to the local marine biodiversity (Abelló et 

al. 2002). In spite of its relatively small size and isolation, the Mediterranean Sea is rather 

deep (average depth 1,500 meters, maximum depth 5,267 meters in the Ionian Sea), with 

narrow continental shelves that represent less than 25% of the total area. Coastal areas with a 

relatively wide continental shelf are primarily sedimentary, and related to the most important 

rivers in the region (especially the Nile, Po, Rhone and Ebro rivers), with the exception of the 

Tunisian Plateau, which is a structural part of the continental shelf (Sardà et al. 2004). 
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Geologic features in the present-day Mediterranean mainly result from two major processes: 

the tectonic displacement caused by the subduction of the African plate underneath the 

Eurasian plate; and the progressive closure of the Mediterranean Sea involving a series of 

submarine-insular sills. Some areas of the Mediterranean basin, such as Sicily and the 

Apennine Mountains, are still experiencing tectonic uplift and rapid erosion as a result of their 

folded and faulted characteristics. The Macaronesian islands, on the other hand, have originated 

through volcanic activity, with substantial differences between the archipelagos.  

Volcanic activity throughout Macaronesia has both historic and present importance with 

ongoing seismic activity and recent eruptions on the Canary Islands, its youngest island being 

El Hierro which is only 750,000 years old. These features have created a landscape that is both 

complex and varied. The eastern Canary Islands (Lanzarote and Fuerteventura) are 

characterized by arid and rocky landscapes with scrub vegetation. The western Canary Islands 

are more forested with mountainous areas. Madeira has rugged terrain while the Azores, to the 

west, are home to river valleys and active volcanoes (EEA 2008). 

The high diversity of habitats at local and regional scales is highly influenced by the diversity 

of soil types. Many soils and substrates are limestone of marine origin, unusual soil types and 

discontinuous geological substrates including volcanic soils. Metamorphic granitic and 

siliceous (acidic) parent rocks occur locally, as do also occasional ultrabasic rock outcrops in 

Cyprus, continental Greece, Serbia, Croatia, and Montenegro. As lime content and degree of 

alkalinity have a great influence on plant growth, different vegetation types occur on calcareous 

compared with non-calcareous substrates (Blondel et al. 2010).  

Many soil types, especially in the northern part of the basin, are ferruginous brown soils, known 

as terra rossa, but dolomite (from degraded calcites), clayey marls, rendzines, loess, regisols, 

lithosols, and alkaline and gypsum outcrops also occur more or less sporadically in many 

regions. The latter are very poor in nutrients and often harbor endemic plant species. In some 

parts of the basin, especially in Spain, along the Adriatic coast of Croatia, Montenegro, and 

Albania, and in Anatolia, large karstic outcroppings occur, where rainfall infiltrates rapidly and 

then reappears far away as vauclusian springs at the foot of mountain ranges. These springs are 

the outcome of networks of underground water resulting from the dissolution of thick 

calcareous deposits (Blondel et al. 2010). 

4.3 Climate 

Most of the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot is characterized by a Mediterranean climate, although 

on the Macaronesian islands the climate ranges from Mediterranean to arid and sub-tropical. 

The Mediterranean climate is characterized by cool, humid winters and hot, dry summers 

(Figure 4.1). Rainfall in the region is irregular, and annual precipitation can vary from as little 

as 100 mm to more than 3,000 mm in different years. The Atlas Mountains and the 

Macaronesian Islands receive plentiful rainfall as a result of moisture from the Atlantic, while 

portions of the Cyrenaic Peninsula in Libya receive very little precipitation. Almost all of the 

precipitation occurs during the autumn, winter, and spring seasons and there may be periods of 

almost 2 months in the western and 5 to 6 months in the eastern half of the Mediterranean 

without any significant precipitation. Accordingly, the short spring and autumn seasons are 

critical periods for plant growth (Blondel et al. 2010). Apart from in the mountains, snow falls 

rarely in the Mediterranean, but periods of hard frost are not infrequent.  

Figure 4.1 Example of climate pattern of Mediterranean Basin (Almeria, Spain) 
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Mean annual temperatures in the basin, range from 2ï3°C in mountain ranges, such as the Atlas 

and the Taurus, to over 20°C at places along the North African coast. At a local scale, the 

Mediterranean is well known for pronounced climatic differences over very short distances as 

a result of factors including slope, exposure, distance from the sea, and parent rock type. 

The islands of Lanzarote and Fuerteventura, as well as the southern parts of Gran Canaria, 

Tenerife and La Gomera are characterized by a predominantly hot desert climate, except in 

higher areas. In the Azores a temperate climate with no dry season and mild summers is 

prevalent in nearly all its islands (Instituto de Meterologia de Portugal and AEMET 2012).  

The Cabo Verde islands are part of the Sahelian arid belt and lack the rainfall levels of the West 

African mainland. The average annual rainfall of 261 mm (even though this differs between 

the islands) makes the climate on the islands a semi-desert one (Sociedade Caboverdiana de 

Zoologia 2016). The Tropical Atlantic region, which encompasses Cabo Verde, is dominated 

by a massive convection center over Africa, the marine Intertropical Convergence Zone (ITCZ) 

and the trade wind system. This climate system causes seasonal tropical storms and easterly 

waves in the area (Sociedade Caboverdiana de Zoologia 2016).  

The general ocean circulation of the Mediterranean Basin is extremely variable and dynamic, 

and is dominated by the exchange of water masses though the Gibraltar Strait (Millot and 

Taupier Letage 2005), greatly affecting the climate. The warm Atlantic surface waters enter 

the Mediterranean Basin through the Strait, whereas cold, low-salinity, deep Mediterranean 

waters leave to the Atlantic. Within the Mediterranean Basin the overall circulation is cyclonic: 

the influx of Atlantic waters moves towards the east and eventually crosses the Straits of Sicily 

into the eastern basin. The return water flows along the European Mediterranean coast, 

increasing in salinity and temperature. As a result, the western basin is characterized by higher 

productivity than the eastern basin, and most of the primary production is concentrated over 
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the continental shelf, declining sharply with increasing distance from the coast and depth. The 

Macaronesian region largely covers an open oceanic area, characterized by relatively low 

productivity (Davenport et al. 2002). 

4.4 Biological history 

The Mediterranean Basin is a center of plant endemism, with 10% of the worldôs plants found 

in about 1.6% of the Earthôs surface (Blondel et al. 2010). The hotspot has roughly the same 

plant diversity as all of tropical Africa, in a surface area one-fourth the size of sub-Saharan 

Africa. 

Diverse factors have contributed to this diversity. Tectonic movement, earthquakes and 

volcanic activities and the near-desiccation of the sea during the Messinian Salinity Crisis, had 

consequences for living systems and produced a mosaic of habitats with high heterogeneity of 

local topographies, soil types and microclimates related to altitude, rainfall and slope exposure 

(Blondel et al. 2010). 

These factors combined with the regionôs location at the intersection of three major landmasses, 

Europe, Asia and Africa, result in an exceptionally diverse and highly distinctive fauna and 

flora. A final factor is the long history of human occupation in the region, with the region 

showing closer interrelations than any other region in the world between its flora, major 

landscapes and the human activities that have been molding them for nearly 10,000 years (Pons 

and Quézel 1985). Through to their particular life traits, Mediterranean endemic plants reflect 

the rich diversity of specialized habitats, topography and history of the region. Areas which 

have been exposed to high rates of geological change represent important endemism zones, 

where relict and more recent taxa coexist. Thus, the Mediterranean region constitutes both a 

refuge area and one that encourages floral exchange and active plant speciation due to isolation 

(Quézel 1985). In the western basin, high-endemism areas are related to regions derived from 

the southeastern part of the Iberic plate, whereas in the east, vicariant endemism is high due to 

the moderate role of glaciations and the presence of ultrabasic rocks (Verlaque et al. 1997). 

The majority of the avian and mammalian fauna originate from outside the Mediterranean 

Basin, in particular from Eurasia and Africa. These species have higher dispersal abilities than 

the herpetofauna, which show a higher rate of endemism across the basin. There are several 

ancient lineages and many endemic genera for reptiles, amphibians and freshwater fish. 

Evergreen oak, coniferous and deciduous forests form the natural climax communities of large 

areas of the hotspot. However, much of this forest has disappeared or been altered as a result 

of thousands of years of human settlement and habitat modification (Tucker and Evans 1997). 

The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot has the lowest percentage of natural vegetation remaining of 

any hotspot, less than 5% (Sloan et al. 2014). Despite human pressures altering Mediterranean 

ecosystems throughout history, this long-lasting ñco-evolutionò between ecosystems and land-

use practices across the hotspot has helped shape many semi-transformed habitats that today 

hold many rare and threatened taxa (Blondel et al. 2010). Today, the most widespread 

vegetation type is hard-leaved or sclerophyllous shrublands called maquis, maintained by 

grazing and sporadic fires. Many of the endemic and restricted-range plants depend on this 

anthropogenic habitat, and as a result several species are threatened by land-use changes and 

rural abandonment (Sirami et al. 2010). 

4.5 Biogeographical zonation 
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4.5.1 Ecoregions 

Ecoregions are large units of land or water containing a geographically distinct assemblage of 

species, natural communities, and environmental conditions. The analysis of ecoregions in the 

Hotspot has been updated since the last profile, and sixty-four are now recognized based on 

WWF (2006) and The Nature Conservancy (2011-2013): 27 terrestrial (Figure 4.2); 26 

freshwater (Figure 4.3); and 11 marine (Figure 4.4) (Spalding et al. 2007). 

Terrestrial ecoregions 
The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot supports six terrestrial biomes: (1) Mediterranean forests, 

woodlands and scrub; (2) tropical and subtropical dry broadleaf forests; (3) temperate broadleaf 

and mixed forests; (4) temperate coniferous forests; (5) montane grasslands and shrublands; 

and (6) deserts and xeric shrublands (WWF 2006). These biomes are further divided into the 

27 terrestrial ecoregions in the hotspot, with the Mediterranean forests, woodlands and scrub 

biome most extensive, making up 21 ecoregions. A more in-depth description of these 

ecoregions can be found in Annex 11 (on-line). 

Figure 4.2 Terrestrial ecoregions of the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot (WWF, 2006) 

 

 

Freshwater ecoregions 
The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot supports 26 freshwater ecoregions comprised of four biomes 

types: (1) temperate coastal rivers; (2) temperate floodplain rivers and wetlands; (3) xeric 

freshwaters and endorheic (closed) basins; and (4) large river deltas (The Nature Conservancy 

2011-2013). A more detailed description of these ecoregions can be found in Annex 11 (on-

line). 
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Figure 4.3 Freshwater ecoregions of the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot (WWF, 2006 and TNC, 

2011-2013) 

 

 

Marine ecoregions 

The Mediterranean Basin Hotspot supports 11 marine ecoregions from two biomes (Figure 

4.4.): Tropic Atlantic and Temperate Northern Atlantic. The ecoregions are: Cabo Verde; 

Azores Canaries Madeira; Saharan Upwelling; South European Atlantic Shelf; Adriatic Sea; 

Aegean Sea; Levantine Sea; Tunisian Plateau/Gulf of Sidra; Ionian Sea; Western 

Mediterranean; and the Alboran Sea (Spalding et al. 2007). A further description of these 

ecoregions can be found in Annex 11 (on-line). 

4.6 Species diversity and endemism 

While there is huge diversity across this vast region, there are 10 principal areas that serve as 

centers of plant diversity for the basin (Médail and Quézel 1997 - 1999). These areas account 

for roughly 44% of the endemism in the basin. Most of them are mountain ranges and islands. 

The 10 areas are (1) the High and Middle Atlas Mountains in North Africa; (2) the Betic-Rif 

range including southern Spain and two coastal strips in Morocco and Algeria; (3) the Maritime 

and Ligurian Alps of the French-Italian border; (4) the Tyrrhenian Islands; (5) southern and 

central Greece; (6) Crete; (7) southern Turkey and Cyprus; (8) The Syria-Lebanon-Israel area; 

(9) Cyrenaica in Libya; and (10) the Canary islands and Madeira. Cabo Verde, not included in 

Médail and Quézel analysis, is also a center of plant diversity, with 12.5 % rates of endemism 

(Romeiras et al. 2016). 

Figure 4.4 Marine ecoregions of the Mediterranean Basin Hotspot (WWF 2006 from Spalding et 

al. 2007) 


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































