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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Key words: Marine Protected Areas are increasingly used as tools to preserve marine habitats and biodiversity worldwide.
MPAs Nonetheless, creating MPAs in densely populated multi-use coastal areas comes with intrinsic conflict potential,

Participatory process
Community-based
Bottom-up processes
Stakeholder participation

since protection and economic development are not always hand-in-hand and local users might disagree with the
designation of such conservation tools. The use of inclusive and transparent participatory processes to co-design
such MPAs can be seen as a way of protecting biodiversity while acknowledging the needs of local users and
building conservation tools that fit both purposes. Here we describe a participatory process developed to co-

Gordesign design a Marine Protected Area of Community Interest in a biodiversity, fishing and tourism hotspot in the
Algarve (southern Portugal) where the majority of involved stakeholders (96 %) endorsed the final MPA pro-
posal. The methodology and tools used are described in detail, lessons learned are critically analysed and a
roadmap to be used in other realities is provided. Evidences collected show that the approach developed allows
conservation and economic activities to share the same ground and advocate for the same goals in preserving
coastal marine habitats.

1. Introduction populated areas. Consequently, early inclusion and support of local
users are recognized as conditions for MPAs’ success, and legitimacy,
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are tools to preserve nature, revert engagement, and justice are key ingredients in MPA planning and design

biodiversity loss, and ensure ecosystem services and uses [36,38]. [12,16,17,48,5,7,6,37].
Despite conservation being the main goal of MPAs, they often include The management of natural resources is, in fact, a process that should
socio-economic goals, as many MPAs are in coastal and densely be seen as governing common goods [46], in which different actors
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influence and are influenced by the decision-making process. Ostrom
[46] details a set of principles that can contribute to the sustainable
governance of common goods, including the need to ensure that those
affected by the rules can participate in modifying them. Further, col-
lective actions are only possible when actors are able to effectively
communicate [46]. Nevertheless, in many regions, MPAs have been
implemented through top-down approaches by governments, author-
ities, and conservation bodies, without including and engaging other
interested parties in the designing process [4]. This approach led to a
negative relationship between MPAs and the coastal communities [31,4,
60,61,631,

Participatory approaches to define and manage MPAs have shown
promising results [17,34,44,61,66,53]. Such approaches use different
engagement strategies, allowing the co-production of knowledge in a
multi-actor context, and can lead to co-management governance
models. The inclusion of the interested parties in a participatory process
facilitates the representation of different knowledges, views and values,
and helps to reach solutions for specific contexts and local needs [13,17,
34,4,7,66,6,37]. In fact, combining science and stakeholder-based ap-
proaches is a recognized way to achieve balanced solutions, as it allows
to accommodate stakeholders’ interests while meeting conservation
needs [55]. As argued by O’Connor et al. [44], if genuinely cooperative
and generous, participatory approaches can be used as powerful tools to
promote integration, enhancing human well-being and conservation
goals of MPAs.

The present study describes the participatory approach developed to
co-design a community-based MPA located in the Southern region of
Portugal, the Algarve. The design of this MPA was, from the start,
considered and entitled community-based for two main reasons: 1) local
stakeholders drove the start of the process and 2) the main goal was to
serve the community by promoting resilience and sustainability in
managing their natural assets. The area is an important biodiversity and
marine-based activities hotspot [54,57,58], hence, including users in the
development of such an MPA was considered a priority since its early
stages. The aim of this study is to critically describe the participatory
process developed, underlying the process’ strengths and weaknesses,
and systematizing the lessons learned that can be useful to ongoing or
future processes in other locations worldwide.

2. The Marine Protected Area (MPA): Natural Marine Park of the
Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado (NMPAR-PV); setting the scene

This community-based MPA is located at the Algarve (southern
mainland Portugal), in the municipalities of Albufeira, Silves and Lagoa)
extending to ~50 m of depth, with a total area of 156.3 km? (Fig. 1). The
MPA was designated as community-based since it was proposed and co-
designed' by the community” and is intended to be co-managed.

Overall, the area comprises one of the largest coastal rocky reefs in
Portugal, including 63 km? of intricate rock/mixed habitats and around
31 km? of sandy substrate areas. Since 2003, several marine biodiversity
mapping studies revealed exceptional natural values that need to be
preserved or restored, as compiled in Sales Henriques et al. [57,58]. A
total of 889 species (703 invertebrates, 111 fish and 75 algae species)
have been reported for this area, representing almost 70 % of all species
registered for the Algarve region [57,58]. Of these, 24 species have
conservation status, including the seahorses (Hippocampus spp.), the
dusky grouper (Epinephelus marginatus), and the gorgonian (Eunicella
verrucosa); 45 represent new records for Portugal; and 12 new species for
science [57,58]. Moreover, this area includes several priority marine

1 “Co-design describes active collaboration between stakeholders in the
design of solutions to a pre-specified problem” [62]

2 Community defined as: “a group of people with diverse characteristics who
are linked by social ties, share common perspectives, and engage in joint action
in geographical locations or settings” [39]
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habitats such as seagrass meadows of Cymodocea nodosa, coral gardens
of Eunicella spp. and Leptogorgia spp., and maerl beds [45].

Besides being a biodiversity hotspot, the area also plays a strategic
role for commercial fishing and marine-tourism activities, especially
cetacean (whales and dolphins) watching, scuba diving, caves sight-
seeing, and recreational fishing. These different interests, responsible for
important economic revenues of the region, operate, in most cases, in
the same specific locations, causing intense use conflicts [54,57,58].

Overall, and to the best of our knowledge, this is the best studied
Portuguese MPA before its establishment, with two decades of scientific
studies addressing both the natural and cultural values of the region (e.
g.,[9,14,20,21,1,50,19,52,57,58,51,54]) (see Supplementary Material 1
for more references).

To address the complexity of managing common resources in such an
important multi-use area, a participatory approach was implemented to
involve those who have a stake and can determine the effectiveness of
this MPA once established.

This bottom-up initiative was started by a group of stakeholders,
henceforth designated as promoters. This promoters’ group included
scientists, as well as representatives of private (a national
environmental-driven philanthropic institution), and public (munici-
palities) institutions. Between 2018 and 2021, this group assumed the
role of leading the necessary actions towards the design of an MPA
proposal, supported by most of the stakeholders engaged in the process,
and delivered to the government in May 2021. The government
acknowledged the importance of this innovative process during the
United Nations Ocean Conference, in June 2022 [32]. However, it was
only in June 2023 that the MPA mandatory public consultation period
was launched to approve the designation decree, following a public
event set by the government, where the steps needed for the MPA official
designation, and the development of the special programme (specific
management plan integrating all zones and regulations), were detailed.
The Marine Protected Area was officially set as “Natural Marine Park of
the Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado” in January 2024 by the legal act
Resolugao de Conselho de Ministros n°1/2024. The special programme is
expected to be finalized during 2025.

Since the beginning, the MPA was primarily set to protect the unique
natural values present in one of the biggest coastal reefs in the Portu-
guese coast while integrating community interests and values and pro-
moting the development of marine activities better aligned with blue
economy principles. Therefore, the initial MPA’s objectives were to: 1)
protect existing natural values, particularly the most sensitive and
threatened; 2) promote local artisanal fisheries; and 3) develop sus-
tainable recreational activities. After starting the participatory process,
a 4th objective was added by the participants: to promote ocean
literacy.”

3. Promoters and stakeholders of the MPA implementation
initiative

The initiative aiming at co-designing’ the MPA started with mapping
of all relevant stakeholders, based on the human activities occurring in
the area, including the public administration involved in their man-
agement (Table 1). The promoter’s group, which was initially small and
only included one municipality, increased throughout the process to
integrate the remaining two municipalities included in the MPA area,
since they also felt the need to take the lead in this initiative. This
signalled the appropriation of the process by the main stakeholders of
the region. Representatives of the institutions with relevance in the MPA
area were considered pertinent stakeholders (Table 1) and were invited
to join the participatory process. The initial stakeholder map was
updated along the process with new arrivals, as the overall goal was to
integrate, as much as possible, most interests.
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Fig. 1. The location of the Natural Marine Park of the Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado.
Table 1
Stakeholder mapping effort at the final phase of the participatory process and institutions participating in the different phases of the MPA implementation initiative.
Typology of Sub-typology N Raising Multi-stakeholder workshops Online public
stakeholders interest presentation
Launching Common User’s First Intermediate Governance  Final zoning
initiative vision mapping zoning zoning - -
- - - - - Dec18 2019 Feb 5 2021
Nov 28 2018 May 7 May 30 Jul 8 Out 30 2019
2019 2019 2019
Public administration Local development 6 5 3 2 2 1 3
Enterprises, businesses, 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
and tourism
Management of natural 5 2 2 2 2 0 1 3
resources
Education 2 0 2 1 0 1 0 1
Ports and navigation 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
Local administration 15 2 7 5 5 4 4 7
Research focusing on 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 2
marine systems
Non-governmental Local development and 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 5
representatives & sustainable use of natural
associations resources
Commercial fishing 12 7 3 8 5 4 7 10
sector
Underwater activities 6 0 2 3 4 5 5 3
and recreational fishing
Businesses & tourism 8 0 0 2 2 1 1 6
Non-Governmental 12 3 3 2 3 1 2 7
Organizations (NGOs)
Research focusing on 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
marine systems
Private companies Hospitality/tourism 6 3 1 0 0 0 0 2
sector
Marinas 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 2
Thematic parks and 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
aquatic activities
Environment & science 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
communication
Sum of institutions 89 28 30 32 28 20 29 56
Number of participants 166 45 50 51 46 36 52 114
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4. Activities and phases of the MPA participatory process

The overall participatory process is summarized in Figs. 2 and 3.

Fig. 2 describes the timeline and activities of the initiative towards
the co-design of the MPA proposal while Fig. 3 identifies the different
phases and activities of the participatory process developed. A skilled
facilitator designed and implemented the overall process [24], and the
diversity of the promoter’s group guaranteed the integration of different
needed expertise, as highlighted by Hoffmann et al. [28]. The partici-
pants of the different phases are shown in Table 1.

The participatory process took place from November 2018 to May
2021 and included four engagement activity types; most were included
in the different phases of the process:

1) Raising interest: large public event to present the initiative and
invite stakeholders to integrate the participatory process. This was
an opportunity to map relevant stakeholders and start communi-
cating with them;

Multi-stakeholder workshops: participatory meetings to which all

identified stakeholders (Table 1) were invited. These meetings star-

ted and ended with plenary sessions to discuss defined topics with
the whole group, and included small discussion groups in between,
allowing for in-depth debates on specific interests and views about
the topic. Each workshop lasted 3 4 hours and took place in a loca-
tion included in the MPA area. After each workshop, and prior to the
next one, a report was produced and sent to all involved stakeholders
for appreciation and validation. Workshops were evaluated after
each session to address all issues and improve tools used

(Supplementary Material 2). Methodologies used in specific work-

shops are described in dedicated publications: for details related to

the zoning workshops see [33]; for details related to the visioning

workshop see Guimaraes et al. [25];

3) Stakeholders’ engagement meetings: meetings developed with
specific stakeholders throughout the process. Such meetings were
organized at any given moment to clarify issues and concerns of
specific stakeholders. These actions were essential to unblock ob-
stacles that appeared along the process. Overall, over 50 engagement
meetings took place during the process;

4) Stakeholders’ engagement actions: on top of the above-described
meetings, phone calls, emails, factsheets, and short communications
were exchanged between the promoters’ group and stakeholders to
ensure that communication was fluid and well-articulated. As an
example, over 200 phone calls took place along the process.

2

~
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Activities were developed along seven phases of the participatory

process (Figs. 2 and 3). These can be detailed as follows:

— 1% phase included the activity of raising interest to promote an in-
clusive participatory process. Here, the most important engagement
activity type was the initial public presentation, where the natural
values, the intense use of the area by several activities and the need
for protection were outlined. This event was publicized on social
media, which also contributed to increasing interest.

2nd phase focused on creating a common vision for the proposed MPA
and was developed in the 15 (of the five) multi-stakeholder work-
shops (details in [25]). This allowed starting working with common
views - a vision for the territory for a 15-year horizon, rather than
highlighting distinct interests as in the following phases.

3" to 6 phases aimed at co-constructing the different components
of the MPA i.e., zoning (details in [33]), regulation, and definition of
governance models (i.e., the potential for co-management under the
Portuguese law and local settings).

The 39 phase was dedicated to complement existing data with
fine-scale mapping of uses to increase the amount of available in-
formation. To diminish as much as possible the conflict of interest
between stakeholders, one workshop was dedicated to map the most
important areas for the main activities/users occurring in the area,
engaging stakeholders from commercial and recreational fisheries
and marine-tourism activities (considered the three most important
activities in the area — commercial and recreational fisheries and
marine-tourism activities - regarding dependence, socio-economic
relevance, and potential to be impacted by the MPA; details in
[33]). In that exercise, participants were split into different homo-
geneous groups according to their main activity and asked to select
their most important working areas inside the MPA in a printed map.
Then their preferred sites were digitized, and maps were overlapped
to recognise preferred areas from multiple activities.

The co-design of the zoning plan and associated regulations were
addressed in the 4™ phase. The goal was to achieve a common
agreement among the different stakeholders, highlighting trans-
parently the principles of the zoning proposals development. As
detailed in Horta e Costa et al., [33], the zoning proposals followed
ecological, social, and design principles: i) including the most
important ecological areas (i.e., biodiversity hotspots; data from
previous ecological studies in the region; [57,58]) in no-take zones
(i.e., no extractive activities allowed; corresponding to the fully
protected area of the MPA guide level of protection; [23]); ii)
reducing costs to users by avoiding overlapping no-take zones with

5% Multi- Restart of the
4% Multi- i
participatory
. worksho, RIOCesS: Official classification
2" Multi- morkshop 18 J Presentation of the of the MPA|
s!akehol:d;rs 37Multi- §3 dec EoCoeconomc Natural Marine Park of the
workshop ke ders Stakeholders’ valuation and Algarve Reef - Pedra do Valado
30 workshol contributions fnohofeRot jan
15t Multi: it 08 - on MII’Aqu)ning Ui
ulti- Ui
promotors' leading MPA
stakeholders’ jul | Stakeholder :
Raising interest event oG engagement dec | stakeholder ety under public
i — 28| P meeting: engagement sep consultation
Pmméﬁi;;;ﬁ;::f;:% oy “?,z broadening of lg!eecting:“ Stakeholder jul
knowledge Prorpoters’ . the initial ity Councils engagement Hand over
leading Project promoters’ meetings of the MPA Formal
nov i
z = group presentation group oct-dec proposal Governmental
MPA ecological mapping G o atA\gaNe‘ Project i Aproval
dec . e(rmumcupa presentation central of the MPA|
omm;\)ﬂmty at City Councils government Jun
D oy
apr,

| A
2008 x...|...|;.“|,.,,|m|,.‘.|,.<,|m|2(}17 2018 2019
Scientific support: reports &other OUKDUKS . i zoning and regula(io.n 2 mni_ng and :
Conclusion scenario | regulation scenario

Raising interest meetings
Stakeholder engagement meetings / actions

of the MPA
ecological
characterization

(including stakeholders’
contributions)

Multi-stakeholders’ workshops
Public presentation
Central government actions

3r4zoning and
ion scenario
based on
stakeholders’
contributions and
scientific advice

(online) Final MPA
zoning and
regulation
proposal

2024

feb-jun
Definition of
the compensatory
scheme

Fig. 2. Timeline of the initiative for co-designing the MPA Natural Marine Park of the Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado.
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Phases of the participatory process defined for co-designing the MPA
Parque Natural Marinho do Recife do Algarve - Pedra do Valado
Actions: Identifying and mapping stakeholders; Stakeholder’s engagement meeting

Objectives: Launching the initiative, project objectives, stakeholders’ suggestions, and concerns;
Invitation to stakeholder engagement

1% Phase

Raising
interest

2" Phase
Creating a
common
vision

3" Phase
Mapping

and Valuing
uses

4" Phase
Zoning and
regulations

5th Phase
Governance

6 Phase
Revisiting
zoning and
regulation

7t Phase

Drafting
a final

proposal

End point
Governamental
evaluation

Total number of participants: 45 participants (28 entities)

Actions: 1% Multi-stakeholders’ workshop
Objectives: Constructing a common vision for the future MPA
Total number of participants: 50 participants (30 entities)

Actions: 2" Multi-stakeholders' workshop
Objectives: Identifying and mapping priority areas of uses
Total number of participants: 51 participants (32 entities)

Actions: 3“and 4 Multi-stakeholders’ workshops; Stakeholder’s engagement meetings
Objectives: Presentation and discussion of the 1 and 2 zoning and regulations scenarios
Total number of participants: 46 participants (28 entities)/36 participants (20 entities)

Actions: 5 Multi-stakeholders’ workshop
Objectives: Co-management, governance models and MPA funding
Total number of participants: 52 participants (29 entities)

Actions: Stakeholder’s engagement meetings; Analysing and incorporating
stakeholders’ zoning contributions

Objectives: Presenting the final MPA zoning and regulation scenario
Total number of participants: 83 participants (21 entities)

Actions: Stakeholder’s engagement meetings & actions; Analysing and
incorporating stakeholders’ proposal contributions, online public presentation
Objectives: Interactive writing of a final proposal for the MPA

Total number of participants: 114 participants (56 entities)

A dossier with all information about the participatory process was prepared and
delivered to the government. The promoters continued activelly engaging in the
subsequent process led by the national goverment. The final proposal for the definition
of this MPA was submitted to mandatory public consultation. The Natural Marine Park
of the Algarve Reef - Pedra do Valado was formally classified in January 2024*.

*Resolu¢do do Consetho de Ministros n.® 1/2024

Fig. 3. Phases of the participatory process defined for co-designing the MPA Natural Marine Park of the Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado.

preferred areas; and iii) keeping the best design standards with
compact and relatively large no-take and associated buffer zones to
reduce adjacent threats. From the 1% to the final proposal, several
stakeholders’ engagement meetings and actions were conducted
between the promoters’ group, the representatives of commercial
and recreational fisheries, and tourism associations. Fine-tuning
adjustments and compromises on the zones (size and borders) and
regulations boosted general acceptance and support for the final
proposal. In this iterative process, the final zoning scheme
(Supplementary Material 3) resulted differently from the one
initially proposed - e.g., during the participatory process, the first
proposal included a highly protected zone surrounding a no-take
zone (fully protected area), but this was removed because partici-
pants considered that it privileged local fishers; further, instead of
limiting the no-take zone to the main biodiversity hotspot as por-
traited in the first proposal (avoiding overlapping preferred areas
reported by main users), the no-take zone was enlarged to connect

the two main biodiversity hotspots, following stakeholders’ sugges-
tions. This last option, however, included some areas reported as
preferred for some commercial and/or recreational fishers. This
required bilateral meetings to try to adjust the limits of the zones and
reduce the impacts for local fishers with low capacity of displace-
ment. All the details of this process are in Horta e Costa et al., [33].

In parallel with the work related to the zoning proposal, possible
governance models were also discussed (5t phase). In the workshop
dedicated to governance models, the legal options to set up a
co-management setting in the future were presented, representing
the governance model defended throughout the participatory pro-
cess. In the Portuguese jurisdictive framework, co-management in
natural areas lacks important regulating and decision-making
powers, and includes a limited management body structure, so a
supporting legal team suggested options to overcome these obstacles
and achieve the desired effective co-management scheme. The sug-
gestions were added to the MPA proposal delivered to the
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government in the final stage of the process. During this workshop,
unexpected participants (individual fishers not represented by a
fishing association, and a representative of a large fishers’ associa-
tion with large vessels from outside the MPA), who did not join the
process earlier, showed their disapproval concerning the overall
process. Time to address the issues raised was needed, so the pro-
moters explained the genesis and history of the process, postponing
the discussion about the presented governance models. This incident
signalled the need to rethink the overall process and make some
adjustments to adequately engage this noisy minority. The main
challenge was to improve and increase dialogue to clarify and find
compromises on divergent interests among users (including this
minority that was not participating in the process), particularly i) on
the spatial location of the no-take zone (fully protected area) or ii) on
the rules defined for the inner part of the reef, allowing only
small-scale fishers with limited ability to displace further offshore
(and where large vessels were banned to reduce effort, negative
impacts and competition) (see Supplementary Material 3; [33]).
Therefore, over 50 stakeholder engagement meetings (involving 21
institutions and 83 participants) and other parallel actions were
conducted following the governance workshop. This represented the
6t phase of the process and implied important adaptations. This
was the moment when the promoter’s group grew, and further
revision of the zoning proposal was developed, recognizing that the
current proposal had not been sufficiently discussed and understood
(detailed in [33]). The need for addressing compensatory measures
was highlighted as a way to support adaptation and offset eventual
fisheries losses that might arise from the areas where all (no-take
zones) or some fishers (inner part of the reef) were banned (details in
Horta e Costa et al. [33]). Further, a list of Frequently Asked Ques-
tions (FAQs) was prepared to better elucidate about the zoning and
respective regulations being discussed. During the 6t phase, the
enlarged group of promoters requested written contributions to the
zoning proposal. From this iterative process, an updated and final
zoning proposal was developed (details in [33]). This phase
happened before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, and alterna-
tive communication formats were put in place to replace the
face-to-face preferred interactions used until that moment. Most
stakeholder bilateral engagement meetings occurred after the first
national lockdown period (between March and May 2020), and until
January 2021, being organized using online tools and face-to-face
meetings with a limited number of participants. In this process,
consensus was not always possible due to a diverse group of stake-
holders with different interests (few fishers did not participate but
claimed their legitimacy in final decisions), so decisions were made
based on the majority. Yet, several attempts were made (in bilateral
meetings) to fine-tune proposals to accommodate specific and indi-
vidual concerns without compromising the design principles and the
decisions taken by the majority.

7th phase implied the compilation of all necessary documentation
in an MPA designation proposal. This coincided with the onset of the
COVID-19 pandemic, so the sole possibility was to present the pro-
posal in an online event. All stakeholders were invited to send their
formal position regarding the final MPA proposal. Most of the
stakeholders validated and supported the final proposal, and a total
of 51 written positions were delivered, 49 in favour and 2 in
disagreement depending on the definition of compensatory mea-
sures. The dossier with all these positions and the documents pro-
duced during the participatory process (e.g., reports of the
multi-stakeholder workshops, minutes of the stakeholder engage-
ment meetings, technical reports on the biodiversity characterization
of the MPA, legal support reports, etc.) was prepared and delivered to
the Portuguese government in May 2021, during an official public
session with the presence of the Ministry of Sea, the Ministry of
Environment and Energy Transition, the Secretaries of State of
Fisheries and of Environment, and the President of the Portuguese

Marine Policy 178 (2025) 106695

Nature Conservation Agency (ICNF).
The delivery of the dossier was considered the endpoint of the
structured participatory process for the MPA co-designing.

Yet, several subsequent events occurred. Two parliament fisheries’
commission sessions were organized, allowing the national government
and the opposition parties to listen to the concerns and opinions of
different stakeholders about the participatory process and the final MPA
proposal. After the audition, the commission approved a Parliament
Resolution in favour of this MPA proposal.

The Portuguese Minister of the Environment and Climate Action
announced the formal approval of this MPA final proposal during the
United Nations Ocean Conference, in June of 2022 [32].

In April 2023 the government initiated the classification process, in a
meeting led by the Minister of Environment and Climate Action,
involving all governmental agencies,municipalities with interests in the
MPA, and remaining promoters. The Minister highlighted the impor-
tance of designating the MPA as soon as possible and asked the research
centre leading the promoters’ team (CCMAR) to develop a study on the
fairer and more adequate way of financially compensating fishers for the
loss of fishing grounds (see the final proposal in Supplementary Material
3 for details on zones and protection zones). The study should also
include the list of the valuation measures raised and discussed during
and after the participatory process, as well as an estimate of the
implementation costs, when possible. Afterwards, a series of meetings
were held with all representatives of the commercial fishing sector to
discuss and develop a set of proposals for a direct monetary compen-
sation formulation. This aimed at ensuring that measures proposed by
the sector were included in the study and that the final proposal was
validated by the fishing community prior to being presented to the
government.

In June 2023, the Minister of Environment and Climate Action
announced, in a public event held at the University of Algarve, that the
MPA of community interest designated as Natural Marine Park of the
Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado should be officially designated pending
mandatory public consultation (public consultation referred to the
designation decree, which included the MPA objectives, the MPA and
no-take/no-access borders, and the activities forbidden in the whole
MPA). The classification of this MPA was formally approved by the
Portuguese Ministry Council on the 23' of November of 2023 and its
designation decree officially published in January 2024 (RCM 1/2024).
After this formal procedure, which includes a general regulation
including the setting of a 4 km? no-take/no- access area, the special
programme (specific management plan integrating all zones and regu-
lations) started being prepared by the Portuguese Nature Conservation
Agency (ICNF) in collaboration with the research centre leading the
promoter’s group (CCMAR) and also with the other promoters, to
guarantee that what was decided during the participatory process is
reflected in the final document. After completion, the special pro-
gramme will be submitted to the government for approval, public
consultation, publication and formal application. The co-management
setting is also being discussed and planned, to be included in this spe-
cial programme, considering the proposal of the group and the possi-
bilities given by the current Portuguese legislation on this matter.

5. Transforming insights into a guide for future community-
based MPA design

Even though every strategy defined to co-design an MPA is context-
dependent, from the lessons learned, we proposed the roadmap illus-
trated in Fig. 4. The roadmap simplifies and generalizes the key phases
to achieve a participatory process to co-design a future MPA or to re-
design an existing one. As an investment in the future success of the
MPA, time and resources are needed to go through all these phases,
move back before moving forward to allow adaptions when necessary.
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ROADMAP TO CO-DESIGN A COMMUNITY-BASED MARINE PROTECTED AREA

Assess the social-ecological context
Identify and characterize uses

DIAGNOSE

Start stakeholders' mapping and dialogue

The process must be based in sound scientific information
that will guide decisions.

Several tools and techniques for gathering and collecting
social-ecological information, such as local and traditional
knowledge, should be valued.

RAISING
INTEREST
forward

Promote raising interest events to present
and discuss the idea and the way to move

Feedback must be incorporated into the planning of the next
steps.

Involvement of social media is desirable.

Seminars with invited speakers are advisable to raise
awareness for the potential of an MPA to contribute to
address local challenges and to value the region.

STAKEHOLDER'S Revisit stakeholder map
INVITATION

process

Invite stakeholders to the participatory

Identify the needed level of commitment

Invitations should be as effective as possible, so general
emails must be followed by other direct communication
formats, where participants accountability is reinforced.

LOOKING INTO
THE HORIZON

Understand common grounds

Discussions must include collective thinking about:

1) what is the aim of the MPA;

2) what future can the MPA allow;

3) what are the desires, values and perspectives in the
horizon.

Visioning approaches can be useful to start with common
goals instead of diverging interests.

Understand diverging interests
Collectively map activities and uses

MAPPING USES AND
PRIORITIES

Evaluation, reflection & adaptation

Collective mapping of activities must be developed to
understand existing human activities and spatial preferences.
Alimited number of high priority sites for each activity should
be allowed to avoid full spatial overlap of uses.

ZONING AND
REGULATIONS

Co-design zoning and regulations

Undertaking negotiations and trade-offs between
stakeholders is essential to reach the majority’s acceptance.
Multi-stakeholder participatory workshops are likely
insufficient, hence other dialogue channels should be
activated. Resources to allow this process must be planned
ahead.

GOVERNANCE Co-define the governance model

MODEL

Governance is a key issue and co-management models should
be adaptable to each context to allow for MPA
implementation.

Strong collaboration with management agencies if essential
to ensure co-management and government commitment.
Other steps of the MPA must also be planned (e.g.,
monitoring, communication, and compensatory measures).

TRIALAND ERROR

The process leading to the MPA is also an outcome and must be reviewed and nurtured along the way. Lessons learned should be
integrated and contribute to improve the different phases of the process.

LEARN AND ADAPT

Flexible and reflective structure are needed along all the process

Fig. 4. Conceptual roadmap to co-design a community-based MPA.

6. Discussion

The present case study describes a participatory process conceived to
co-design a community-based MPA in a Portuguese marine biodiversity,
fishing, and tourism hotspot. Key characteristics of this process include a
unique, sound scientific foundation focused both on the natural and
socio-economic values of the area, a comprehensive effort to bring the
stakeholders into the design process of this MPA, and the use of inte-
gration experts and expertise [28]. The main lessons learned from this
process include:

- Starting the process with a solid systematization of the social-
ecological context

The present participatory process was based on solid scientific
studies, including an extensive ecological and biological characteriza-
tion of the area, habitat mapping, socioeconomic valuation and mapping
of the main industries supported by this ecosystem ([54,57,58], see

Suplementary Material 1 for more references). Such a knowledge base
was fundamental for raising interest in a process dedicated to protecting
the values and associated uses. It also highlighted the current threats and
pressures that menaced ecosystem resilience and integrity [4]. None-
theless, all the choices were a result of the discussions held during the
participatory approach, resulting in co-constructed decisions that
included the pre-existing scientific information, as well as views and
information inputs from all participants. As referred in Huang et al. [34],
participatory workshops were essential to identify, discuss and define
problems in zoning options, monitoring strategies, or enforcement
strategies. It is however fair to infer that, concrete data influences ne-
gotiations, as it substantiates or challenges pre-existing notions. In our
case, e.g., having species and habitat mapping encouraged the partici-
pants in setting aside the most sensitive areas only for no-extractive use.
Ultimately, scientific data also opens the opportunity to integrate local
and traditional knowledge.
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The effort of systematization and integration of descriptive, norma-
tive, and practical knowledge induces higher levels of trust and credi-
bility [26]. Experiential knowledge can challenge prevailing scientific
expertise and authority, which can transform how researchers shape
their inquiries and amplify the range of perspectives, ultimately
elevating the quality and credibility of the analysis and results. Further,
as Hansson and Polk [26] argue, credibility is established not only
through the scientific analysis of experiences and practice-based
expertise, but also through recognizing stakeholders’ equal stake in
the process, valuing their practice-based needs as highly as the scientific
requirements of the researchers. Consequently, the capacity of scientific
knowledge to grasp and interpret practice-based knowledge becomes
vital; the co-design of this MPA supports such arguments.

- Engaging different stakeholders since the beginning, in an
inclusive participatory process, recognizing the need to work
together for a sustainable future

Although time and resource consuming, participatory processes are a
fair and efficient investment contributing to move beyond the common
standards and achieve successful outcomes. They promote social equity
by allowing the accommodation of all interests, the incorporation of
local people’s perspectives and interests, and the discussion of locally
grounded and suitable solutions [10,30,34,43,47,55,65,6,37]. There-
fore, adopting a truly collaborative and adequately prepared participa-
tory approach when planning, identifying, and managing MPAs, is
essential for involving stakeholders at different stages of the process [43,
44,65]. This effective involvement is central for legitimation, appro-
priation and people support, as advocated by the code of conduct for
marine conservation proposed by Bennett et al. [7] and should become
the norm if MPAs are established to succeed and meet their goals in the
long term [42,43,44]. Engaging and involving stakeholders since the
early stages of an MPA design is rare [37], although globally recognized
as a key factor for achieving the MPA effectiveness [12,17,22,35,4],
promoting trust and resulting in better and more consistent decisions
[10,15,3,4,56]. Hence, the importance of engaging, incorporating and
empowering stakeholders was set as an objective since the early stages
of this MPA initiative, which is recently still uncommon while designing
MPAs [37].

The large number of stakeholders involved in the process resulted
from the effort of the promoters’ group to be as inclusive and broad as
possible. Also, incorporating additional key stakeholders in the pro-
moter’s group was a turning point in the process, as they embraced the
role of engaging non-represented minorities and process opposers. This
example highlights the critical need to ensure that the process maintains
its open, inclusive, and dynamic prerequisites.

Moreover, an inclusive participatory process is not just about the
number and diversity of stakeholders involved. Implementing method-
ologies that integrate a wide array of perspectives related to the issue is
fundamental. As such, during the co-creation of an MPA, the partici-
patory approach should start by securing time and space to share in-
terests, values, and perceptions. A possible approach to secure this is to
start the MPA design process with the collective development of a
common vision (details in [25]). A vision gives a horizon to the process
of sharing common interests and opportunities rather than potential
conflicts, which may be dealt with later in the participatory process [18,
2].

Another key aspect regarding stakeholders’ participation is the fact
that some stakeholders might deliberately choose not to participate,
even though they are invited and included in every action. This
happened in our case, and, e.g., in Rasheed and Abdulla (2020), and is
described as a common problem in such processes, as referred to by Heck
et al. [27] and Marques et al. [40]. Such situation is an important signal
that implies careful consideration and negotiation capacity. In our case,
the development of a concrete proposal for compensatory measures was
the solution advanced to deal with such issue. Other negotiation stra-
tegies can be suitable in other contexts, but it is important to highlight
that implementing a participatory process does not secure consensus and
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solves all the challenges of an MPA design and future implementation,
once it not always results in the support of local users towards the cre-
ation of a protected area, as described in Oyanedel et al. [47]. As argued
by Michel et al. [43], participatory processes should acknowledge that
local visions are not always aligned with the objectives of protected
areas, and residents may perceive those restrictions are being imposed
by outsiders. Accepting and incorporating this openness to failure in a
participatory process is a key aspect of strengthening the process itself,
by respecting and incorporating dissidents, and re-evaluating nature
conservation measures [43].

- Targeting compromises instead of consensus for a co-produced
MPA proposal

It was clear from the beginning that the goal of this process should be
set on compromises rather than consensus. The fact that the proposal
delivered to the government included 51 position statements of stake-
holders, 49 in favour of the MPA, and only two conditioned to
compensatory measures, demonstrates the success of achieving com-
promises. Our strategy included both multi-stakeholder workshops and
targeted stakeholders’ engagement meetings, once the promoters’ group
felt that, at a certain point, the best way to move forward was to
establish bilateral meetings with specific stakeholders. This approach is
key to signalling and dealing with stakeholders that choose to remain
silent, as pointed out by Day [10]. Bilateral meetings provide a useful
setting where stakeholders’ concerns can be comprehensively dealt with
while compromises are found.

Achieving compromises rather than consensus is a key aspect in such
multi-use complex planning tasks [10,11,59], and was clear during the
zoning and regulation phase, where divergent interests were brought to
the discussions [11,41]. In this case, a strong ecological scientific input
informed the design of the zoning proposals while combining with other
sources of information, such as LEK (Local Ecological Knowledge) or
views and concerns arisen from the participatory process; i.e., the design
of the most protected zones (no-take areas) took into account not only
the natural values, but also the socioeconomic factors, aiming to maxi-
mise conservation efforts while minimising costs for key stakeholders.
The multiple opportunities to discuss the zoning proposal, and the sig-
nificant change in the location and shape of the no-take zones between
the first and the following proposals, as well as further adjustments in
regulations (see details in [33]), signalled that there was not a rigid
pre-defined zoning, and that the objective was to achieve a compromise
that everyone could live with. Further, it reinforced that an iterative and
flexible process was valued to stimulate inputs throughout the process
[10,17,30]. The final MPA zoning plan was substantially different from
the initially proposed, but it addressed most of the possible interests [33]
and the achieved compromises empowered and committed the stake-
holders. This allowed to meet conservation goals while promoting the
well-being of local communities and their livelihoods after establishing
the MPA.

Marine Protected Areas are important tools for conservation, but
their effectiveness in fulfilling the proposed objectives depends on the
users’ acceptance and compliance with regulations, which is not always
the case, as referred by Michel et al. [43]. Acceptance and compliance
can only be achieved if rules are developed with those that need to
respect them, and if the negotiation is multilaterally serious and trans-
parent [42,46]. That was our aim in the process described here. In fact,
although it is widely documented that users of the marine system tend to
perceive MPAs as having an overall negative effect on their activity [29,
8], that might not be the case if the process leading to a MPA accom-
modates broad interests prior to its definition and enforcement [13,4],
as accomplished in this case study [33].

After the formal implementation of the MPA in January 2024, a
dialogue was initiated with the government to guarantee that the
established compromises were kept. By the end of 2024 most licences
had been issued, and compensatory measures had been paid to fishers.
These were important actions showing the governmental willingness to
honour decisions made during the participatory process, a step towards
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effectiveness, acceptance and compliance for this MPA.

— Securing all expertise needed in the promoters’ team

Designing and implementing an MPA is a complex process that re-
quires a multidisciplinary team with expertise ranging from social sci-
ences and humanities to natural sciences. It goes beyond merely having
these skills aligned towards a shared goal; it also requires the ability to
integrate contributions, manage conflicts, and facilitate cooperation. In
this case, the promoters’ group comprised a diverse array of experts,
including those specialized in integration (as highlighte by Hoffmet al.
[28], Pohl et al. [49] and Von Wehrden et al. [64]). These roles are
frequently assumed informally by various team members. In fact, it is
important to formally ensure that a promoter group possesses the
essential abilities to lead, administer, manage, monitor, assess, and
integrate activities associated with complex challenges like co-designing
an MPA.

7. Final remarks

Although solutions are context-dependent and cannot be one-size-
fits-all, this experience represents a paradigm shift in marine decision-
making processes and will make a valuable contribution to dedicated
literature. It is also important to point out that part of this process was
conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown, showing that
despite the restrictions, on-going initiatives to successfully engage
stakeholders and to reach compromises between conservation and other
societal needs can be achieved. This process culminated with 96 % of
stakeholders validating the final MPA proposal that was submitted to the
Portuguese government. No one can predict the future and guarantee
that this MPA will achieve all its proposed ecological and social objec-
tives; however, we believe that being co-constructed, in this way by its
users, is a first and solid step towards success.

Author statement

This study was designed by MR, BHC, MHG, AR and JMSG. All au-
thors contributed to the participatory process (particularly, MR, BHC,
MHG, AR, PM, FO, LB, NSH, AC, AJC, VL, EG, TPC and JMSG). MR wrote
the manuscript with BHC, MHG, AR and JMSG. FO and PM produced the
figures. All authors contributed to the article and approved the final
version.

Funding

This study received Portuguese national funds from FCT - Foundation
for Science and Technology to CCMAR through projects UIDB/04326/
2020 (DOI:10.54499/UIDB/04326/2020), UIDP/04326/2020 (DOI:10
.54499/UIDP/04326/2020) and LA/P/0101,/2020 (DOIL:10.54499/LA/
P/0101/2020); to MED trough Project UIDB/05183, MED (https://doi
.org/10.54499,/UIDB/05183/2020; https://doi.org/10.54499,/UIDP/0
5183/2020); to CHANGE (https://doi.org/10.54499/LA/P/0121/
2020), and to MARE-ISPA trough projects UIDB/MAR/04292,/2020,
UIDP/MAR/04292/2020, UID/MAR/04292/2018. This work was also
supported by the Oceano Azul Foundation, namely the review study,
socioeconomic evaluation and participatory process (AMPIC VALUE)
and the juridic study. MR also acknowledges the FCT postdoctoral
fellowship SFRH/BPD/116307/2016 and project reference 2022.03096.
CEECIND (https://doi.org/10.54499,/2022.03096.CEECIND/CP1729/
CT0007). BHC was supported by national funds through FCT - Foun-
dation for Science and Technology, I.P. (Portugal), in agreement with
the University of Algarve, in the scope of Norma Transitoria with the
research contract DL57/2016/CP1361/CT0038, DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1361/CT0038). AR was supported by
FCT through the postdoctoral fellowship SFRH/BPD/102494/2014.

Marine Policy 178 (2025) 106695

MHG received support though Norma Transitoria with the research
contract DL57,/2016/CP1372/CT0017, DOI:10.54499/DL57/2016/CP
1372/CT0017  (https://doi.org/10.54499/DL57,/2016,/CP1372/CT00
17). AB, MC-A, NSH and IS were supported by FCT through doctoral
grants (UI/BD/ 151307,/2021; PD/BD/143087,/2018; 2020.05583.BD
and SFRH/BD/80771/2011 respectively). Funding for marine habitat
mapping was supported by CCDR-Algarve and ARH-Algarve.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Belakova Adela: Writing — review & editing, Investigation. Marcalo
Ana: Writing - review & editing, Investigation. Guimaraes M. Helena:
Writing — review & editing, Writing — original draft, Validation, Meth-
odology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Data curation, Conceptualiza-
tion. Cardoso-Andrade Mariana: Writing - review & editing,
Investigation. Ressurreicao Adriana: Writing — review & editing,
Writing - original draft, Visualization, Validation, Supervision, Re-
sources, Project administration, Methodology, Investigation, Funding
acquisition, Formal analysis, Data curation, Conceptualization. Cortés
Antonio: Writing — review & editing, Investigation. Monteiro Pedro:
Writing — review & editing, Methodology, Investigation, Formal anal-
ysis, Data curation. Correia Antonio José: Funding acquisition, Inves-
tigation. Oliveira Frederico: Writing — review & editing, Methodology,
Investigation, Formal analysis, Data curation. Lobo Vanda: Writing —
review & editing, Funding acquisition, Investigation. Bentes Luis:
Writing — review & editing, Methodology, Investigation, Formal anal-
ysis, Data curation. Gongcalves Emanuel J: Investigation, Funding
acquisition. Sales Henriques Nuno: Writing - review & editing,
Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Data curation. Pitta e
Cunha Tiago: Funding acquisition, Investigation. Sousa Inés: Writing —
review & editing, Methodology, Investigation. Gongalves Jorge MS:
Writing — review & editing, Writing — original draft, Visualization,
Validation, Supervision, Resources, Project administration, Methodol-
ogy, Investigation, Funding acquisition, Formal analysis, Data curation,
Conceptualization. Alexandre Sofia: Writing — review & editing, Vali-
dation, Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Writing — original
draft. Pontes Joao: Writing — review & editing, Investigation. Afonso
Carlos M.L.: Writing — review & editing, Investigation. Rangel
Mafalda: Writing — review & editing, Writing — original draft, Visuali-
zation, Validation, Supervision, Resources, Project administration,
Methodology, Investigation, Funding acquisition, Formal analysis, Data
curation, Conceptualization. Horta e Costa Barbara: Writing — review
& editing, Writing — original draft, Visualization, Validation, Supervi-
sion, Resources, Project administration, Methodology, Investigation,
Funding acquisition, Formal analysis, Data curation, Conceptualization.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank all the stakeholders involved in the
participatory process. Special thanks to all fishing representatives,
commercial and recreational, and to the invaluable contribution of the
municipalities: José Carlos Rolo (President), Cristiano Cabrita (Vice
President), and Rogério Neto for Albufeira Municipality; Luis
Encarnacao (President) Anabela Simao (Vice President), José Vieira, and
André Dias for Lagoa Municipality; and Rosa Palma (President), Maxime
Sousa Bispo, Francisco Martins and Ricardo Pinto for Silves Municipal-
ity. The authors would also like to acknowledge the important
involvement of the Instituto de Conservagao da Natureza e das Florestas
(ICNF), Diregao-Geral de Recursos Naturais, Seguranca e Servigos Maritimos
(DGRM), Comissao de Coordenagao e Desenvolvimento Regional do Algarve
(CCDR), Agencia Portuguesa do Ambiente (APA), Autoridade Maritima
Nacional (AMN), and Regiao de Turismo do Algarve (RTA), which have
been actively contributing to the effective implementation of the


http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDB/04326/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDP/04326/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDP/04326/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/LA/P/0101/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/LA/P/0101/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDB/05183/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDB/05183/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDP/05183/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/UIDP/05183/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/LA/P/0121/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/LA/P/0121/2020
http://doi.org/10.54499/2022.03096.CEECIND/CP1729/CT0007
http://doi.org/10.54499/2022.03096.CEECIND/CP1729/CT0007
http://doi.org/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1361/CT0038
http://doi.org/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1361/CT0038
http://doi.org/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1372/CT0017
http://doi.org/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1372/CT0017
http://doi.org/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1372/CT0017
http://doi.org/10.54499/DL57/2016/CP1372/CT0017

M. Rangel et al.

Natural Park of the Algarve Reef — Pedra do Valado. Without the support
of these organizations and the Portuguese Government, this marine park
would not have become a reality.

Appendix A. Supporting information

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found in the

online version at doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106695.

Data availability

Data will be made available on request.

References

[1]

[2]

[3]
[4]

[5]
[6]

[7]
[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

C. Afonso, Non-indigenous Japanese oyster drill Pteropurpura (Ocinebrellus)
inornata (Recluz, 1851)(Gastropoda: Muricidae) on the South-west coast of
Portugal, Aquat. Invasions 6 (2011) 85-88.

V.N. Agostini, S.W. Margles, J.K. Knowles, S.R. Schill, R.J. Bovino, R.J. Blyther,
Marine zoning in St. Kitts and Nevis: a design for sustainable management in the
Caribbean, Ocean Coast. Manag. 104 (2015) 1-10.

M. Appelstrand, Participation and societal values: the challenge for lawmakers and
policy practitioners, For. Policy Econ. 4 (2002) 281-290.

F. Balata, C. Williams, The role of coastal communities in the sustainable
management of marine protected areas. Marine protected areas, Elsevier, 2020,
pp. 113-129.

Ban, N. 2019. Fishing communities at risk. Nature Climate Change. (www.nature.
com/natureclimatechange).

N.J. Bennett, L. Katz, W. Yadao-Evans, G.N. Ahmadia, S. Atkinson, N.C. Ban,

A. Wilhelm, Advancing social equity in and through marine conservation, Front.
Mar. Sci. 8 (2021) 711538.

N.J. Bennett, L. Teh, Y. Ota, P. Christie, A. Ayers, J.C. Day, T. Satterfield, An appeal
for a code of conduct for marine conservation, Mar. Policy 81 (2017) 411-418.
A. Charles, L. Wilson, Human dimensions of marine protected areas, ICES J. Mar.
Sci. 66 (2009) 6-15.

R. Coelho, L. Bentes, J.M. Goncalves, P.G. Lino, J. Ribeiro, K. Erzini, Reduction of
elasmobranch by-catch in the hake semipelagic near-bottom longline fishery in the
Algarve (Southern Portugal), Fish. Sci. 69 (2003) 293-299.

J.C. Day, Effective public participation is fundamental for marine
conservation—lessons from a large-scale MPA, Coast. Manag. 45 (2017) 470-486.
J.C. Day, R.A. Kenchington, J.M. Tanzer, D.S. Cameron, Marine zoning revisited:
How decades of zoning the Great Barrier Reef has evolved as an effective spatial
planning approach for marine ecosystem-based management, Aquat. Conserv. Mar.
Freshw. Ecosyst. 29 (2019) 9-32.

L.A. Dehens, L.M. Fanning, What counts in making marine protected areas (MPAs)
count? The role of legitimacy in MPA success in Canada, Ecol. Indic. 86 (2018)
45-57.

A. Di Franco, K.E. Hogg, A. Calo, N.J. Bennett, M.-A. Sévin-Allouet, O.E. Alaminos,
M. Lang, D. Koutsoubas, M. Prvan, L. Santarossa, Improving marine protected area
governance through collaboration and co-production, J. Environ. Manag. 269
(2020) 110757.

K. Erzini, J.M.S. Goncalves, L. Bentes, P.G. Lino, J. Ribeiro, K.I. Stergiou,
Quantifying the roles of competing static gears: comparative selectivity of longlines
and monofilament gill nets in a multi-species fishery of the Algarve (southern
Portugal), Sci. Mar. 67 (2003) 341-352.

R.Y. Fidler, G.N. Ahmadia, Awaludinnoer Amkieltiela, C. Cox, Estradivari, L. Glew,
C. Handayani, S.L. Mahajan, M.B. Mascia, Participation, not penalties: community
involvement and equitable governance contribute to more effective multiuse
protected areas, Sci. Adv. 8 (2022) eabl8929.

A.C.S. Franco, M.C.N. Ramos Chaves, M.P.B. Castel-Branco, L. Neves Dos Santos,
J. Fish. Biol. 89 (2016) 921.

S. Giakoumi, J. McGowan, M. Mills, M. Beger, R.H. Bustamante, A. Charles,

P. Christie, M. Fox, P. Garcia-Borboroglu, S. Gelcich, Revisiting “success” and
“failure” of marine protected areas: a conservation scientist perspective, Front.
Mar. Sci. 5 (2018) 345517.

P.M. Gilliland, D. Laffoley, Key elements and steps in the process of developing
ecosystem-based marine spatial planning, Mar. Policy 32 (2008) 787-796.
Gongalves, J.M.S., Machado, D. and Tavares, J.T. 2015. Roteiros Litorais do
Barlavento Algarvio. GOBIUS Comunicagao e Ciéncia. pp.

Gongalves, J.M.S., Monteiro, P., Coelho, R., Afonso, C., Ribeiro, J., Almeida, C.,
Veiga, P., Machado, D., Berecibar, E., Oliveira, F. and Bentes, L. 2004. Mapeamento
de biocenoses marinhas da Reserva Ecoldgica Nacional Submarina entre Albufeira
e Vale do Lobo. Faro, CCDR Algarve. Universidade do Algarve, CCMAR. 182p. pp.
Gongalves, J.M.S., Rangel, M.O., Afonso, C., Oliveira, F., Bentes, L., P, V. and
Monteiro, P. 2008. Reabilitacao e valorizacao do trogo de costa entre Praia D. Ana
e a Praia do Canavial. Lagos - ambiente marinho. Universidade do Algarve,
CCMAR. Faro. 50pp. +Anexos pp.

M. Gopnik, C. Fieseler, L. Cantral, K. McClellan, L. Pendleton, L. Crowder, Coming
to the table: early stakeholder engagement in marine spatial planning, Mar. Policy
36 (2012) 1139-1149.

10

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

Marine Policy 178 (2025) 106695

K. Grorud-Colvert, J. Sullivan-Stack, C. Roberts, V. Constant, B. Horta e Costa, E.
P. Pike, J. Lubchenco, The MPA Guide: a framework to achieve global goals for the
ocean, Science 373 (6560) (2021) eabf0861.

M.H. Guimaraes, P.M. Herrera, Multi-actor platforms as a mechanism for actively
bringing together actors and their interests. Governance for Mediterranean
silvopastoral systems, Routledge, 2021, pp. 225-244.

M.H. Guimaraes, M. Rangel, B.H. E Costa, A. Ressurreicao, F. Oliveira, J.

M. Gongcalves, Creating a common ground for the implementation of a community-
based Marine Protected Area-a case study in Algarve, Portugal, Ocean Coast.
Manag. 240 (2023) 106627.

S. Hansson, M. Polk, Assessing the impact of transdisciplinary research: the
usefulness of relevance, credibility, and legitimacy for understanding the link
between process and impact, Res. Eval. 27 (2018) 132-144.

N. Heck, P. Dearden, A. McDonald, S. Carver, Stakeholder opinions on the
assessment of MPA effectiveness and their interests to participate at Pacific Rim
National Park Reserve, Canada, Environ. Manag. 47 (2011) 603-616.

S. Hoffmann, L. Deutsch, J.T. Klein, M. O’Rourke, Integrate the integrators! A call
for establishing academic careers for integration experts, Humanit. Soc. Sci.
Commun. 9 (2022) 1-10.

K. Hogg, T. Gray, P. Noguera-Méndez, M. Semitiel-Garcia, S. Young,
Interpretations of MPA winners and losers: a case study of the Cabo De Palos-Islas
Hormigas Fisheries Reserve, Marit. Stud. 18 (2019) 159-171.

K. Hogg, P. Noguera-Méndez, M. Semitiel-Garcia, Lessons from three north-western
Mediterranean MPAs: a governance analysis of port-cros national park, tavolara
punta-coda cavallo and ustica, Mar. Policy 127 (2021) 102943.

B. Horta e Costa, M.I. Batista, L. Goncalves, K. Erzini, J.E. Caselle, H.N. Cabral, E.
J. Gongalves, Fishers’ behaviour in response to the implementation of a marine
protected area, PLoS ONE 8 (2013) e65057.

B. Horta e Costa, J.M. Gongalves, E.J. Gongalves, UN Ocean Conference needs
transparent and science-based leadership on ocean conservation, Mar. Policy 143
(2022) 105197.

B. Horta e Costa, M.H. Guimaraes, M. Rangel, A. Ressurreicao, P. Monteiro,

F. Oliveira, L. Bentes, N. Sales Henriques, 1. Sousa, S. Alexandre, Co-design of a
marine protected area zoning and the lessons learned from it, Front. Mar. Sci. 9
(2022) 969234.

S.-C. Huang, Y. Chang, C. Shui-Kai, From regional effectiveness evaluation and
community engagement toward effective marine protected areas, Ocean Coast.
Manag. 251 (2024) 107075, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0cecoaman.2024.107075.
J. Humphreys, R.J. Herbert, Marine protected areas: science, policy &
management, Estuar., Coast. Shelf Sci. 215 (2018) 215-218.

S.E. Lester, B.S. Halpern, K. Grorud-Colvert, J. Lubchenko, B.I. Ruttenberg, S.

D. Gaines, S. Airamé, R.R. Warner, Biological effects within no-take marine
reserves, Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 384 (2009) 33.

N.J. Llt, P. Dearden, Why local people do not support conservation: community
perceptions of marine protected area livelihood impacts, governance and
management in Thailand, Mar. Policy 44 (2014) 107-116.

J. Lubchenco, K. Grorud-Colvert, Making waves: the science and politics of ocean
protection, Science 350 (2015) 382-383.

K.M. MacQueen, E. McLellan, D.S. Metzger, S. Kegeles, R.P. Strauss, R. Scotti,

L. Blanchard, R.T. Trotter, II: What is community? An evidence-based definition for
participatory public health, Am. J. Public Health 91 (2001) 1929-1938, https://
doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.91.12.1929.

A.S. Marques, T.B. Ramos, S. Caeiro, M.H. Costa, Adaptive-participative
sustainability indicators in marine protected areas: design and communication,
Ocean Coast. Manag. 72 (2013) 36-45.

J. McGowan, M. Bode, M.H. Holden, K. Davis, N.C. Krueck, M. Beger, K.L. Yates, H.
P. Possingham, Ocean zoning within a sparing versus sharing framework, Theor.
Ecol. 11 (2018) 245-254.

MedMPAnet 2013. Stekeholder participation toolkit for identification, designetion
and management of Marine Protected Areas. MedPartnership. The Strategic
Partnership for the Mediterranean Sea. 30 pp.

A.H. Michel, L.E. Pleger, A. von Atzigen, O. Bosello, F. Sager, M. Hunziker,

O. Graefe, D. Siegrist, N. Backhaus, The role of trust in the participatory
establishment of protected areas—Lessons learnt from a Failed National Park
Project in Switzerland, Soc. Nat. Resour. 35 (2022) 487-505.

R.J. O’Connor, A.K. Spalding, A.W. Bowers, N.M. Ardoin, Power and participation:
A systematic review of marine protected area engagement through participatory
science Methods, Mar. Policy 163 (2024) 106133.

OSPAR. 2024. OSPAR Commission | Protecting and conserving the North-East
Atlantic and its resources [Online]. Available at: <(https://www.ospar.

org/)> [Accessed January].

E. Ostrom, Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective
action, Cambridge university press, 1990.

R. Oyanedel, A. Marin, J.C. Castilla, S. Gelcich, Establishing marine protected areas
through bottom-up processes: Insights from two contrasting initiatives in Chile,
Aquat. Conserv Mar. Freshw. Ecosyst. 26 (2016) 184-195.

C. Pita, B.H. e Costa, G. Franco, R. Coelho, I. Sousa, E.J. Goncalves, J.M. Gongalves,
K. Erzini, Fisher’s perceptions about a marine protected area over time, Aquac.
Fish. 5 (2020) 273-281.

C. Pohl, J.T. Klein, S. Hoffmann, C. Mitchell, D. Fam, Conceptualising
transdisciplinary integration as a multidimensional interactive process, Environ.
Sci. Policy 118 (2021) 18-26.

Rangel, M.O. 2014. Underwater ecotourism in the Algarve, South of Portugal:
implementation and divers’ perceptions. Doctoral thesis in Marine Sciences,
speciality in Coastal Management. Doctoral, University of Algarve. 158 pp.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref4
http://www.nature.com/natureclimatechange
http://www.nature.com/natureclimatechange
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref29
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2024.107075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref34
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.91.12.1929
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.91.12.1929
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref39
https://www.ospar.org/
https://www.ospar.org/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref43

M. Rangel et al.

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

M. Rangel, C. Pita, M.M. de Oliveira, M.H. Guimaraes, R. Rainha, C. Sonderblohm,
P. Monteiro, F. Oliveira, M. Ballesteros, J.M.S. Goncalves, G.J. Pierce, K. Erzini, Do
fisher associations really represent their members’ needs and opinions? The case
study of the octopus fishery in the Algarve (south Portugal), Mar. Policy 101
(2019) 276-284.

M.O. Rangel, C.B. Pita, J.M.S. Gongalves, F. Oliveira, C. Costa, K. Erzini, Eco-
touristic snorkelling routes at Marinha beach (Algarve): environmental education
and human impacts, Mar. Policy 60 (2015) 62-69.

A.R. Rasheed, A. Abdulla, Evaluating stakeholder participatory processes in policy
development for Marine Protected Areas, Marine Policy 112 (2020) 103737.
Ressurreicao A., Rangel M., Oliveira F., Monteiro P., Bentes L., Pontes J., Henriques
N.S., Andrade M., Afonso C.M.L., Sousa 1., Guimaraes M.H., Horta e Costa B. and
JMS, G. 2020. AMPICvalue - Mapeamento e valoracao das atividades suportadas
pela costa de Lagoa, Silves e Albufeira e desenvolvimento de um processo
participativo com vista ao estabelecimento de uma Area Marinha Protegida de
Interesse Comunitario (AMPIC). CCMAR, Universidade do Algarve, Fundacao
Oceano Azul. Faro, Portugal. 162 pp.

A. Ruiz-Frau, H.P. Possingham, G. Edwards-Jones, C.J. Klein, D. Segan, M.J. Kaiser,
A multidisciplinary approach in the design of marine protected areas: Integration
of science and stakeholder based methods, Ocean Coast. Manag. 103 (2015) 86-93.
D. Russi, M. Pantzar, M. Kettunen, G. Gitti, K. Mutafoglu, M. Kotulak, P. Ten Brink,
Socio-economic benefits of the EU marine protected areas, Rep. Prep. Inst. Eur.
Environ. Policy (IEEP) DG Environ. 92 (2016).

Sales Henriques, N., Ressurreicao, A., Oliveira, F., Monteiro, P., Rangel, M., Bentes,
L., Lino, P., Jacob, J., Afonso, C. and Moura, D. 2018a. Baia de Armacao de Péra:
Informacao de base dos valores naturais e dos usos do espaco marinho. CCMAR,
Universidade do Algarve, Fundagao Oceano Azul, Faro, Portugal. 84p.

Sales Henriques, N., Ressurreicao, A., Oliveira, F., Monteiro, P., Rangel, M., Bentes,
L., Lino, P., Jacob, J., Afonso, C.M.L., Moura, D., Berecibar, E., Horta e Costa, B.,
Gongalves, J.M.S. 2018a. Baia de Armacao de Péra: Informacao de base dos valores

11

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

Marine Policy 178 (2025) 106695

naturais e dos usos do espaco marinho. CCMAR, Universidade do Algarve.
Fundacgao Oceano Azul. Faro, Portugal. 84 pp.

K.J. Sink, A.T. Lombard, C.G. Attwood, T.C. Livingstone, H. Grantham, S.

D. Holness, Integrated systematic planning and adaptive stakeholder process
support a 10-fold increase in South Africa’s Marine Protected Area estate, Conserv.
Lett. 16 (2023) e12954.

Y. Stratoudakis, F. Fernandez, M. Henriques, J. Martins, R. Martins, Situacao
ecoldgica, socioecondmica e de governanga apds a implementacao do primeiro
plano de ordenamento no Parque Marinho Professor Luiz Saldanha (Arrabida,
Portugal): I-informacoes e opinioes dos pescadores, Rev. De. Gest. ao Coste Integr.
J. Integr. Coast. Zone Manag. 15 (2015) 153-166.

K. Ulate, T. Alcoverro, R. Arthur, O. Aburto-Oropeza, C. Sanchez, L. Huato-
Soberanis, Conventional MPAs are not as effective as community co-managed areas
in conserving top-down control in the Gulf of California, Biol. Conserv. 228 (2018)
100-109.

C. Vargas, J. Whelan, J. Brimblecombe, S. Allendera, Co-creation, co-design and
co-production for public health: a perspective on definitions and distinctions,
Public health Res. Pract. 32 (2) (2022).

L. Vasconcelos, U. Caser, M.J.R. Pereira, G. Gongalves, R. Sa, MARGOV-building
social sustainability, J. Coast. Conserv. 16 (2012) 523-530.

H. Von Wehrden, M.H. Guimaraes, O. Bina, M. Varanda, D.J. Lang, B. John,

F. Gralla, D. Alexander, D. Raines, A. White, Interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary
research: finding the common ground of multi-faceted concepts, Sustain. Sci. 14
(2019) 875-888.

U. Wiesmann, K. Liechti, S. Rist, Between conservation and development, Mt. Res.
Dev. 25 (2005) 128-138.

J.C. Young, A. Jordan, K.R. Searle, A. Butler, D.S. Chapman, P. Simmons, A.

D. Watt, Does stakeholder involvement really benefit biodiversity conservation?
Biol. Conserv. 158 (2013) 359-370.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-597X(25)00110-1/sbref56

	Engaging and legitimizing communities: co-designing a community-based Marine Protected Area
	1 Introduction
	2 The Marine Protected Area (MPA): Natural Marine Park of the Algarve Reef – Pedra do Valado (NMPAR-PV); setting the scene
	3 Promoters and stakeholders of the MPA implementation initiative
	4 Activities and phases of the MPA participatory process
	5 Transforming insights into a guide for future community-based MPA design
	6 Discussion
	7 Final remarks
	Author statement
	Funding
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supporting information
	Data availability
	References


