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Abstract
1.	 The Mediterranean-type climate region of Chile is a globally unique biodiversity 

hotspot but its protected area system does not adequately represent the biologi-
cal diversity, nor does it provide equitable access to people.

2.	 We explored options to expand the protected area system to cost-effectively 
improve the conservation of forest ecosystem types while simultaneously en-
hancing social accessibility to protected areas. Social accessibility is defined as 
the access of municipalities to cultural ecosystem services provided by protected 
areas which depends on distance to highly demanded protected areas and income 
of the municipalities.

3.	 Using systematic conservation planning methods, we identified priority areas 
for extending the existing protected area system that: (a) minimise land acqui-
sition cost, (b) maximise social accessibility and (c) optimise for both cost and 
accessibility.

4.	 The results show that it is possible to improve social accessibility while simulta-
neously minimising land cost. Considering cost alone, the protected area system 
could be expanded to improve biodiversity conservation by 86% at the cost of 
$47 million USD, which would also increase the accessibility of protected areas by 
12%. Accessibility can be increased by a further 18% by jointly considering cost 
and accessibility without compromising the cost or biodiversity performance.

5.	 New private conservation policy developed in Chile could help offset the costs of 
conservation through novel public–private partnerships. Our results can provide 
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1  | INTRODUC TION

Protected areas are an essential management strategy for con-
serving biodiversity (Gray et  al.,  2016) and delivering multiple 
ecosystem services vital for human wellbeing (Naidoo et al., 2019; 
Oldekop et al., 2016; Pullin et al., 2013). To respond to environmen-
tal threats, such as habitat loss, climate change and land-use change, 
international conservation policy (CBD, 2010; IPBES, 2019; United 
Nations, 2015) has made important calls to expand protected area 
networks by establishing new reserves or enlarging existing ones 
to improve ecosystem representation, increase connectivity and 
expand the coverage of areas important for biodiversity and eco-
system services (Aycrigg et  al.,  2013; Rodrigues et  al.,  2004). The 
consideration of ecological and social objectives in conservation de-
cision making can help increase the flow of benefits to people and 
thereby improve wellbeing (Iwamura et al., 2018; Lanzas et al., 2019). 
However, optimising the spatial configuration of the expansion of 
protected area networks for conserving biodiversity and ecosys-
tem services is a challenge, given limited resources and information 
(Palomo et al., 2014), and compounded by increasing threats to bio-
diversity and conflicting societal and economic interests for land use 
(Remme & Schröter, 2016).

Systematic conservation planning offers a robust approach to 
assess policy options and respond to international conservation 
policy commitments such as protected area targets post 2020 
(CBD, 2010, 2019) and the Sustainable Development Goals (United 
Nations, 2015), particularly Goal 10 ‘Reduced Inequalities’ and Goal 
15 ‘Life on Land’. This approach involves a transparent process of set-
ting conservation goals and objectives and finding an optimal solution 
to reach these objectives (Pressey et al., 2007; Watson et al., 2011). 
In Systematic conservation planning objectives include the repre-
sentation of biodiversity and ecosystem services while solutions in-
volve the optimal selection of a network of areas that best meet the 
defined conservation goals, strategising when and how to add them 
to the network (Adams et  al.,  2016; Chan et  al.,  2006; Dinerstein 
et al., 2019; Margules & Pressey, 2000; Reyers et al., 2012). It also in-
volves the identification of surrogates for conservation features, the 
setting of quantitative and operational targets, and the recognition 
of how these targets can be met by conservation areas at minimal 
cost using explicit, yet simple, heuristic methods to locate and de-
sign conservation areas (Ball et al., 2009; Possingham et al., 2000). 

Accounting for costs, such as the cost of acquiring land, has the 
potential to improve the delivery and effectiveness of conserva-
tion planning outcomes (Carwardine et al., 2010; Evans et al., 2015; 
Naidoo & Ricketts, 2006; Remme & Schröter, 2016) and helps avoid 
expensive mistakes (Ban & Klein, 2009; Schöttker & Santos, 2019).

The expanded use of spatial planning tools to simultaneously 
consider the conservation of both biodiversity and ecosystem ser-
vices has gained attention in the last decade (Chan et al., 2006; Di 
Minin et al., 2017; Schröter et al., 2014; Snäll et al., 2016; Verhagen 
et al., 2017). In conservation planning, ecosystem services have been 
incorporated as benefits (e.g. regulating and cultural services) or, in 
the case of extractive provisioning services, as an opportunity cost 
of conservation since their use can be restricted (Chan et al., 2011). 
However, accounting for access to cultural ecosystem services has 
rarely been addressed when prioritising the expansion of reserve 
networks (Cimon-Morin et al., 2014; Verhagen et al., 2017; Watson 
et al., 2019). Cultural ecosystem services are the contributions that 
ecosystems make to human well-being arising from cultural prac-
tices and interactions that occur between people and a variety of en-
vironmental spaces such as the landscapes comprised by protected 
areas (Chan et al., 2012; Fish et al., 2016). These services encompass 
a diversity of benefits like nature recreation, scenic beauty, sense 
of place, local heritage, knowledge and educational value and social 
relationships among others (Chan et al., 2012; Hernández-Morcillo 
et al., 2013; Milcu et al., 2013). Improving access to cultural ecosys-
tem services from protected areas could help create a broader set of 
cultural values about ecosystems that can influence how ecosystems 
acquire meaning and importance to people (Fish et al., 2016).

Expanding conservation networks by targeting just the biophysical 
supply side of ecosystem services can result in failure to position natu-
ral reserves where ecosystem services are likely to be most beneficial 
to people (Watson et al., 2019). Recent studies have shown that con-
servation targets for protected areas are met more often when conser-
vation planning involves local communities, improves cultural benefits 
and decreases social costs (Naidoo et al., 2019; Oldekop et al., 2016). 
Using an approach focused on the location of beneficiaries to prioritise 
the expansion of the reserve network can ensure that sites selected 
for biodiversity conservation are more accessible, thereby increasing 
the flow of nature's contributions to people and enhancing wellbeing.

In this study, social accessibility is defined as the access of munic-
ipalities to cultural ecosystem services provided by protected areas 

specific guidance to policymakers to strategically identify new locations for pro-
tected areas which cost-effectively improve biodiversity conservation, while at 
the same time reducing inequality in social accessibility. The consideration of so-
cial access in reserve design could increase the success of protected areas as a 
conservation tool by bringing people closer to nature.

K E Y W O R D S

biodiversity, conservation planning, cost-effective, inequality, protected areas, scenarios, 
social accessibility
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which depends on distance travelled through the road network to 
high demanded protected areas and average income of the munici-
palities (Martinez-Harms et al., 2018). Higher values of social accessi-
bility indicate higher access to cultural services in existing protected 
areas. For example, if a municipality is located closer to protected 
areas which provide greater cultural ecosystem services benefits 
then the accessibility index is higher, particularly if the income of the 
municipality is also high. Conversely, those municipalities that are 
located further from the higher cultural service-producing protected 
areas have lower social accessibility to the cultural services provided 
by protected areas, particularly if they have lower incomes.

The positive effects of higher social accessibility to protected 
areas include improving the potential to motivate and sustain public 
support for pro-environmental attitudes and nature conservation, 
improving access to natural ecosystems and experiences, fostering 
an intuitive appreciation of nature and an improvement in the eco-
nomic and socio-cultural level of the local livelihoods surrounding 
protected areas (Belsoy et al., 2012). However, higher social ac-
cessibility could lead to adverse effects and pressures on the en-
vironment and some forms of biodiversity. The main impacts from 
increasing accessibility to protected areas include the rise of re-
sources consumption such as water and energy, the increase pro-
duction of waste, altering natural ecosystems by the construction of 
new touristic infrastructures, the introduction of exotic species and 
can cause higher probability of forest fires among other pressures 
(Belsoy et al., 2012). Because of all the negative impacts that can be 
caused by an increase in access to protected areas it is very import-
ant to plan it in line with the management plan of the protected areas 
that regulate and restrict access to sensitive ecosystems within the 
protected areas.

Conservation planning for both people and nature involves de-
signing the expansion of protected areas to not only conserve bio-
diversity and enhance the supply of cultural ecosystem services but 

to do it in a way that also improves people's access to these services 
(Iwamura et al., 2018; Palomo et al., 2014). In many cases, protected 
areas can be seen as an elitist protection policy, reserving desirable 
conditions for those sectors of society with sufficient resources to 
enjoy them (O'Keeffe,  2013). However, experiences with nature 
through protected areas visits and the benefits for human wellbeing 
that ensue could be more accessible to every person. Conservation 
efforts targeting social accessibility can bring protected areas closer 
to all socioeconomic segments of the population (Allan et al., 2015; 
Daniel et al., 2012). However, despite its importance, social accessi-
bility has been largely ignored in spatial conservation planning.

Conservation efforts bringing social accessibility into the de-
sign of the protected area network are also extremely important as 
high levels of inequality in accessibility exist in Central Chile, with 
20% of the population making 87% of the visits to protected areas 
(Martinez-Harms et al., 2018). Wealthier people can travel further 
to visit protected areas while people with lower incomes tend to 
visit protected areas that are closer to home. Therefore, there is 
an urgent need to expand the protected area network, especially 
in areas that are closer to lower-income communities, to increase 
social accessibility to protected areas. Moreover, improving the 
effectiveness of the protected area network is particularly urgent 
for the Mediterranean-type climate region of Chile. While this re-
gion is a globally important hotspot of plant biodiversity endemism 
(Myers et al., 2000), the protected area system only covers a small 
proportion of the region and is largely biased to the Andean range 
(Arroyo & Cavieres, 1997; Marquet et al., 2004; Pliscoff & Fuentes-
Castillo, 2011). Alaniz et al. (2016) reported that the ecosystems of 
Central Chile are highly threatened, with 23% falling under the IUCN 
Red List of Ecosystems threat categories.

In this study, we address this challenge by strategically identifying 
spatial priority areas which meet biodiversity conservation targets while 
minimising land acquisition cost and increasing social accessibility. We 

F I G U R E  1   Representation of the 
conservation prioritisation to optimise the 
spatial configuration of the expansion of 
protected area networks for conserving 
biodiversity and increasing social 
accessibility at the minimum cost. The 
baseline scenario was compared against 
a: minimise land cost scenario which 
prioritises the selection of less expensive 
planning units minimising the land 
acquisition cost, the maximum penalty 
for social access which penalised social 
inequality access to cultural ecosystem 
services, favouring the selection of 
priority areas closest to municipalities 
that currently have low access. The 
combined land cost and social access 
scenario that seeks to reduce land cost 
and maximise social accessibility at the 
same time
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explore four conservation scenarios in Mediterranean-type climate 
region of Chile representing:  (a) the baseline representing the current 
conservation network, (b) minimise land cost, (c) maximum penalty for 
social access scenario that maximised social accessibility to protected 
areas and (d) a combined land cost and social access scenario reducing 
the trade-off between cost and social accessibility. We compare the four 
scenarios (see Figure 1) for biodiversity performance, land acquisition 
cost and social accessibility and discuss the implications for protected 
area selection for both people and nature in Chile and more broadly.

2  | METHODS

2.1 | Study area

The study region comprises the central zone of Chile (32°S and 40°S, 
Figure 2) covers approximately 148,000 km2, with elevation ranging 

from 0 to 6,500  m  a.s.l. Characterised by a Mediterranean-type 
climate (i.e. warm, dry summers and cool, wet winters), mean daily 
maximum temperatures range from 20°C in summer to 8°C in winter, 
and annual precipitation ranges from 250 mm (January–December) 
to 700  mm (June–August), increasing with altitude and latitude 
(Luebert & Pliscoff, 2018). The region is one of 35 global biodiversity 
hotspots with more than 1,600 endemic species (Myers et al., 2000). 
The current system of public parks comprises 65 protected areas, 
including natural monuments (IUCN category III), national parks 
(IUCN category II), national reserves and natural sanctuaries (IUCN 
category IV). The size of the 65 protected areas varies from <1 to 
785 km2, with 27 protected areas smaller than 10 km2 (Figure 2).

2.2 | Conservation features

Biodiversity surrogates are assumed to represent spatial pat-
terns in the distribution of biodiversity (Ware et  al.,  2018). As a 
surrogate for biodiversity, we used a potential vegetation type 
definition (Luebert & Pliscoff,  2018). Vegetation types are suit-
able surrogates for biodiversity because these represent various 
combinations of species and its interactions and thus can also in-
corporate ecosystem processes and functions, as well as species 
richness. Conspicuous organisms such as plants interact with, and 
are linked spatially to, smaller organisms thus protecting vegeta-
tion types might protect the habitat of many more inconspicu-
ous species (Sarkar & Margules,  2002). In Central Chile there is 
evidence of a positive relation between the number of vegetation 
types represented and number of species represented by the pro-
tected areas (Urbina-Casanova et al., 2016).

This is the most detailed vegetation classification system covering 
mainland Chile (1:100,000 scale). This system describes vegetation 
types in the region, defined by the authors using the ‘vegetation belts’ 
concept. A vegetation belt is a group of zonal vegetation communi-
ties with uniform structure and physiognomy, located under similar 
meso-climatic conditions that occupy a determined position along 
an elevation gradient, at a specific spatial-temporal scale (Luebert 
& Pliscoff,  2018). Its combination of detail and coverage facilitates 
a regional representativeness assessment (Pliscoff & Fuentes-
Castillo, 2011). We considered 34 forest ecosystem types presented 
in the study area (Luebert & Pliscoff, 2018), excluding areas where the 
native forest had been cleared according to a country-level updated 
land cover map (CONAF-CONAMA-BIRF, 2015). This potential vege-
tation map has been identified as the official ecosystem type classifi-
cation by the Chilean Ministry of Environment (Figure 3d).

2.3 | Conservation scenarios and costs

We took as a baseline scenario the existing protected area system 
inclusive of both public and private protected areas as derived from 
the Chilean Ministry of Environment database (ide.mma.gob.cl). We 
included all existing public reserves (65 public protected areas) and 

F I G U R E  2   The study area highlighting the protected area 
system (public and private) and the elevation in metres above sea 
level (m a.s.l.)
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private conservation areas (95 private protected areas) in every sce-
nario (see Figure 2). We compared the baseline scenario with three 
different conservation scenarios, the first minimising land acquisi-
tion cost (minimise land cost), the second maximising social acces-
sibility (maximum penalty for social access) and the third optimising 
for both low cost and high accessibility (combined land cost and so-
cial access, see Table 1).

For the minimum land cost scenario, we developed a map of the 
average acquisition value of land in USD per hectare (Figure 3). This 
land acquisition cost proxy was developed based on a look-up table 
assigning the reported average economic values (ODEPA, 2009) to 
categories of agricultural productive land. These categories are a 
combination between the administrative region and geological dis-
trict (see details in Supporting Information Appendix A).

For the maximum penalty for social access scenario, we penal-
ised social inequality favouring the selection of priority areas clos-
est to municipalities that currently have low social access. To reduce 
the current inequality in social access, the social accessibility layer, 
that highlights higher and lower access to cultural ecosystem ser-
vices in existing protected areas, was used as a ‘cost’ surrogate in 
Marxan. We aimed to maximise social accessibility from poorer mu-
nicipalities that are also closer to protected areas that have higher 

demand for providing cultural ecosystem services (Martinez-Harms 
et al., 2018). The social accessibility layer was originally calculated 
based on a photo-visitation database developed from publicly 
available geotagged photographs and information of the home mu-
nicipality of visitors within the photo-visitation database (Martinez-
Harms et al., 2018). Socioeconomic information such as the average 
income for each municipality of the study region (237 municipalities) 
was also collected. We used the average income of the municipali-
ties because in the study areas there are clear divisions that favour 
or create opportunities for only a portion of society with higher 
disposable income that can enjoy greater access to the cultural 
benefits of protected areas. The municipality is the smallest admin-
istrative unit for which socioeconomic data are available from the 
National Socioeconomic Characterization Survey undertaken by the 
Chilean Ministry of Planning and made freely available to the public 
(Ministerio de Desarrollo Social, 2013).

The social accessibility index was calculated for each municipal-
ity as the demand for cultural ecosystem services provided by each 
protected area divided by the distance from the protected area to 
the municipality, summed over all protected areas, and then multi-
plied by the average income of the municipality. Demand for cul-
tural ecosystem services of each protected area was calculated as 

F I G U R E  3   Maps of the: (a) Land acquisition cost (USD/ha); (b) Social accessibility penalty index based on the empirical relationship 
between income of the municipality and the distance travelled from municipalities to protected areas weighted by the popularity or 
distance travelled from visitors to protected areas (Martinez-Harms et al., 2018); (c) combined land cost and social access resulting from the 
multiplication of the two spatial layers (social accessibility and land acquisition cost) and (d) map of the 34 remnant forest ecosystem types 
that represent the conservation features
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the total distance travelled by visitors to the protected area derived 
from a database of protected area visitation obtained from social 
media (Martinez-Harms et  al.,  2018). The layer is calculated using 
the following equation:

where Accessibilityj: Accessibility of each of the 237 municipalities’ j to 
the entire protected area system in the Chilean Mediterranean-type cli-
mate region; CESi: Demand for cultural ecosystem services calculated 
as the total distance travelled to visit each protected area i summed 
across all photo-user-days; Distanceij: Distance (km) via the road net-
work from each protected area i to the centroid of each municipality j; 
Incomej: Average annual income per capita of each municipality j.

To calculate the land cost and social access scenario, we linearly 
rescaled the social accessibility penalty index in equal interval val-
ues from one to five and multiplied the rescaled layer with the land 
acquisition cost layer.

2.4 | Measurable targets

The Convention on Biological Diversity's Aichi Target 11 mandates 
that 17% of terrestrial areas of importance to biodiversity and eco-
system services should be conserved through effectively and eq-
uitably managed systems of protected areas and other effective 
conservation measures by 2020 (CBD, 2010). We aimed to maintain 
17% of each conservation feature. However, the Aichi Target 11 
acknowledges that such uniform policy-driven targets may not be 

appropriate for ensuring the ongoing preservation of conservation 
features. Hence, we increased the target to 30% (see also Baillie & 
Zhang,  2018; Dinerstein et  al.,  2019) for the five ecosystems that 
are listed as endangered or critical (ecosystems 6, 7, 22, 24 and 25 
according to Supporting Information Appendix A) according to the 
IUCN Red List of Ecosystems criteria (Alaniz et al., 2016). We esti-
mated the cost of achieving the targets with the best solution output 
(i.e. the network that met all the target at the least cost) and esti-
mated the area needed to achieve it.

2.5 | Spatial prioritisation

To identify conservation priorities, we used the conservation plan-
ning tool Marxan to compare the reserve expansion under the three 
conservation scenarios and in achieving biodiversity targets (see 
Table 1). Marxan uses a heuristic optimisation algorithm with the 
help of simulated annealing to develop spatially explicit solutions 
for conservation problems (Ball et al., 2009). Marxan minimises the 
total cost of sites in a reserve network while meeting a set of tar-
gets for biodiversity features. The problem that Marxan solves is:

where xi is a control variable indicating if a planning unit (i = 1, …, N) 
is selected (xi = 1) or not (xi = 0) and ci is the cost of the planning unit. 

Accessibilityj =

(

n
∑

i

CESi

Distanceij

)

× Incomej,

(1)Minimise

N
∑

i

xici,

(2)Subject to

S
∑

i

xirij ≥ Tj for all j,

TA B L E  1   Decision framework applied to cost-effectively expand the current conservation network improving biodiversity representation 
and increasing social accessibility at minimum cost in the Mediterranean region of Chile

Fundamental objective: to cost-effectively expand the current conservation reserve network improving biodiversity and social accessibility at 
minimum cost

1. Objectives Baseline scenario 
representing current 
conservation (public and 
private protected areas)

Minimum cost system 
achieving biodiversity targets 
(minimise land cost)

Maximum social 
accessibility achieving 
biodiversity targets 
(maximum penalty for 
social access)

Minimising cost and 
maximising social 
accessibility achieving 
biodiversity targets 
(combined land cost and 
social access)

2. Conservation 
feature

Biodiversity: 34 native forest ecosystem types

3. Measurable 
targets

Representation of the 
forest ecosystem 
types in the current 
conservation network.

Meet 17% of the target. For the forest ecosystems classified as critical and endangered 
according to the IUCN red list of ecosystems (Alaniz et al., 2016) we increased the target to 
30%.

4. Estimate 
conservation 
costs

No cost needed 
(Baseline scenario to 
be compared with the 
other scenarios)

Cost of the land per productive 
land cover type (USD/km2)

Social accessibility index 
(Martinez-Harms et al., in 
review)

Cost of the land multiplied 
by social accessibility 
penalty rescaled

5. Estimate 
conservation 
benefit

Area in km2 required to meet the 34 forest ecosystem targets

6. Review outputs Selection frequency of solutions (100 repetitions were run and 10 million iterations), to select the best least cost solution.
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Equation (1) is minimised subject to target Tj being met for all conser-
vation features (j = 1, …, S), where rij is the conservation benefit for 
feature j in planning unit i.

We used 1  km2 planning units (148,744 planning units) and 
tested the scenarios for the biodiversity features represented by 
the 34 native forest types. The Species Penalty Factor (SPF) de-
termined the importance of meeting the target and in this case 
was kept at 1.0 for all features except those where the target was 
not met in the first set of runs. In those cases, we increased the 
SPF to 10.0 to increase the likelihood of the target being met. 
The boundary length modifier (BLM) is used in Marxan analysis 
to influence the degree of connectivity between planning units 
selected as conservation priorities. To encourage some ecologi-
cal connectivity in the resulting area network, Marxan's BLM was 
set to the value of 10.0 after testing its sensitivity. We started 
with a BLM of zero and increased until visual inspection of the 
results showed the desired degree of clustering (BLM = 10). The 
calibration of the results was performed to ensure that the set 
of solutions produced were close to the optimum (lowest cost). 
Marxan analyses were calibrated iteratively checking the SPF val-
ues and the number of iterations needed to achieve that all targets 
are being met. Then all scenarios were run with 100 repetitions 
and 10 million iterations.

To explore cost-effective expansion of the conservation reserve 
network achieving biodiversity targets and increasing social acces-
sibility at the lowest cost, we used the best solution (i.e. that which 
met targets at the minimum cost from 100 runs) to compare the 
scenarios in terms of the: area of the reserve, reaching biodiversity 
targets (number of forest ecosystem types represented <17%), cost 
and social accessibility measure. We used the selection frequency 
output (the number of times that a planning unit was selected in the 
100 runs) as a measure of the relative priority of each area and for 

spatial representation purposes. We compared the spatial distribu-
tion of priorities for conservation under each scenario. To quantify 
if and to what extent the scenarios can be considered correlated or 
how strong the overlap between them is, we calculated the Jaccard 
coefficient.

The Jaccard coefficient, is a statistic used for measuring the 
similarity between finite sample sets, and is defined as the size 
of the intersection divided by the size of the union of two sam-
ple set. In this case the intersection is the number of only those 
planning units that the two scenarios have in common, in terms of 
the planning units that were selected >40% of the 100 runs (i.e. 
the number of matching priority sites). The union is total number 
of planning units selected >40% belonging to either of the two 
scenarios. The Jaccard coefficient range from 0 to 1, the higher 
the coefficient value represents that the two sample sets are more 
similar. We spatially represented these similarities by comparing 
the scenarios by pair.

3  | RESULTS

The baseline scenario included a protected area system of 9,642 km2 
(or 6.5% of the study area), which inadequately represented biodiver-
sity targets (see Table 2). The baseline scenario under-represented 
28 forest ecosystem types and achieves only 12% of their total 
coverage in the conservation network (see Figure 4). There were 19 
forest ecosystem types represented by <5% of the coverage (see 
Supporting Information Appendix A) and forest types such as the 
sclerophyllous forest types, had 4% of their coverage represented in 
protected areas (see Figure 4).

The minimise land cost scenario required just an extra 3% of the 
land (4,060 km2) and contributed much better to conservation target 

Conservation scenarios
Area of the 
reserve (km2)

Biodiversity 
performance

Cost 
(million 
USD)

Average social 
accessibility index

Baseline scenario 
representing current 
conservation

9,642 28 139 49

Minimum cost system 
achieving biodiversity 
targets (minimise land 
cost)

13,702 4 186 55

Maximum social 
accessibility achieving 
biodiversity targets 
(maximum penalty for 
social access)

13,798 5 210 59

Minimising cost and 
maximising social 
accessibility achieving 
biodiversity targets 
(combined land cost 
and social access)

13,707 4 186 58

TA B L E  2   Comparison of the four 
scenarios in terms of the area of the 
reserve, biodiversity performance 
(number of forest ecosystem types under-
represented or represented by <17% in 
their extent in the conservation network), 
cost and the average accessibility index. 
The average accessibility varies from 
0% to 100%, the higher index value 
represents more access of lower income 
municipalities that are further away from 
those protected areas highly accessed 
cultural ecosystem services
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achievement, under-representing just four forest types (see Table 2). 
This scenario was nearly 47 million USD more expensive than the 
baseline, and social accessibility was higher by 12%. The maximum 
penalty for social access and the combined land cost and social ac-
cess scenario resulted in similar-sized protected area systems and 
performance against biodiversity targets as the minimum land cost 
scenario. The maximum penalty for social access scenario resulted in 
the most expensive outcome being 71 million USD more expensive 
than the baseline. The combined land cost and social access scenario 
cost was similar to the minimum land cost, but the former was more 
effective with a higher social accessibility index (higher by 18.4% 
compared to the baseline).

Figure 5 presents the spatial priorities for the minimise land cost 
scenario (Figure 5a), the maximum penalty for social access scenario 

(see Figure 5b) and the combined land cost and social access scenario 
(see Figure 5c). The subset of candidate priority areas—those always 
selected regardless of where the selected areas were located in the 
coastal range of the Mediterranean-type climate region—especially 
prioritised the protection of sclerophyllous coastal forests. In these 
landscapes, native vegetation clearing has left few options for meet-
ing biodiversity and access to cultural ecosystem services targets 
(Figure 5).

The quantitative comparison between scenarios (see Figure  6) 
showed that the minimise land cost and the combined land cost 
and social access scenario were more similar and had more match-
ing sites. The minimise land cost scenario and the combined land 
cost and social access scenario (see Figure 6b) had more matching 
planning units selected >40% (2,843 km2) and the highest Jaccard 

F I G U R E  4   Representation targets 
(%) of the forest ecosystem formations 
according to (Luebert & Pliscoff, 2018) 
under the baseline scenario and the three 
conservation scenarios tested

F I G U R E  5   Selection frequency (SF) 
maps of sites achieving a 17% for each 
of the 34 forest ecosystem types: (a) 
scenario minimise land cost, (b) the 
maximum penalty for social access 
scenario and (c) combined land cost and 
social access scenario
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coefficient (0.78). The higher Jaccard coefficient values indicated 
that these two scenario outputs were the most similar ones. The 
comparison between the minimise land cost scenario and the max-
imum penalty for social access scenario (Figure 6a) resulted in the 
lowest Jaccard coefficient (0.61) but followed in area of matching 
planning units selected >40%. The comparison between the max-
imum penalty for access scenario and the combined land cost and 
social access scenarios (Figure 6c) resulted in a Jaccard coefficient of 
0.7 and the lowest area of matching planning units selected >40% 
(2,239 km2).

The spatial priority map for the combined land cost and social 
access scenario showed at 34°S a corridor of land parcels recom-
mended for reserve selection because of the high biodiversity value 
and ability to increase social access in a high-poverty area. This 
corridor connects land parcels located in the coastal range (e.g. 

‘Palmas de Cocalan’ and ‘Roblerias de los Cobres de Loncha’) with 
a protected area (‘Rio Clarillo’) at the south foothills of Santiago 
(see Figure 7a). The combined land cost and social access scenario 
also identified land parcels recommended for selection in the area 
surrounding the Nahuelbuta coastal range at 37°S (see Figure 7b). 
These parcels present the last remnants of the coastal temperate 
forest of Araucana araucana, an endangered slow-growing relict co-
nifer poorly represented in the existing protected area system. The 
minimise land cost scenario and the combined land cost and social 
access scenario recommended reserve selection in the Andean 
range from 35°S to 37°S (Figure  5a,c). The maximum penalty for 
social access scenario (see Figure  5b) identified high conservation 
priority sites in the coastal range between 32 and 33°S and in the 
Andean range from 34 to 36°S (from protected area ‘Alto Huemul’ 
to ‘Radal siete tazas’).

F I G U R E  6   Comparison between 
the scenarios highlighting matching 
planning units between the scenarios 
(blue) and those planning units that are 
different (red) between scenarios: (a) the 
comparison between the minimum land 
cost scenario and the maximum social 
accessibility scenario; (b) the comparison 
between the minimum land cost scenario 
and the combined low cost/high access 
scenario; and (c) the comparison between 
the maximum penalty for social access 
scenario and the combined land cost and 
social access scenario

F I G U R E  7   The combined land cost 
and social access scenario (a) highlights a 
corridor of conservation priority sites at 
34°S connecting protected areas located 
in the northern coastal range and (b) 
highlights high priorities surrounding the 
Nahuelbuta coastal range at 37°S
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4  | DISCUSSION

Incorporating social accessibility into conservation planning, can 
bring people closer to protected areas, without compromising costs, 
however, we do not know that this is without compromising the 
protection of biodiversity. Increasing social accessibility could also 
mean that these areas could experience more environmental pres-
sures from visitors (Tverijonaite et al., 2018). There is evidence that 
even low intensity of presence of visitors might produce an overall 
loss of biodiversity (Martínez et  al.,  2020). Planning for social ac-
cessibility should be done carefully to protect biodiversity through 
the development and enforcement of protected area management 
plans. Although it is outside the scope of this study, it is key to plan 
and manage the multiple uses within and around each one of the 
protected areas in the study area to distinguish zones with vary-
ing degrees of allowable human impact in order to co-manage low 
human development and to preserve biodiversity. Currently there 
is a lack of management plans for the vast majority of the protected 
areas in the study area (Petit et al., 2018).

Our outputs can assist policymakers and planners to strategically 
identify suitable new locations for protected areas that could cost-
effectively fill the current gaps of the conservation network improv-
ing representation of forest ecosystem types, while increasing social 
accessibility. The current protected area network in the study area is 
largely deficient, inadequately representing 82% of the forest eco-
system types, as well as plants and vertebrate species (Ramírez de 
Arellano et al., 2019; Squeo et al., 2012; Tognelli et al., 2008). The 
network is biased toward high altitudes and lower opportunity cost 
areas in the region. Species and ecosystems in the Mediterranean 
region may be lost because of the current inefficiencies in represen-
tation of biodiversity features. The use of more flexible approaches 
targeting ecological and social objectives could help to enhance both 
biodiversity conservation and human wellbeing through strategic 
spatial planning resulting in co-benefits based on uncorrelated indi-
cators such as land cost and social accessibility (see Figure 6a).

There are limitations and pitfalls on prioritising sites for conser-
vation just focusing on representation of ecosystems. Framing tar-
gets on area-based representation ignores the relative urgency of 
features’ protection because of extensive past reductions or rapid 
ongoing declines, assuming that all will eventually be adequately 
represented which is unreliable (Barnes et al., 2018; Pressey et al., 
2017). To address this limitation we increased the target of eco-
systems listed as endangered or critical according to the IUCN Red 
List of Ecosystems criteria. However, we acknowledge that sets of 
proposed conservation areas that represent all features are rarely 
implemented and partial implementation is likely to focus on least 
contentious areas.

The scenarios tested represented different conservation alter-
natives, highlighting a subset of priority areas minimising land ac-
quisition cost and maximising social access. These areas contain 
examples of biodiversity for which there are few or no substitutes 
in the region. Our results showed that the most efficient scenario 
is the one that jointly considers land cost and social access, which 

showed that the protected area network could be slightly expanded 
(3% of the area) to greatly improve biodiversity representation (by 
86%) at a minimal land cost. This would also increase the accessi-
bility to protected areas (by 18.4%). This output highlight the most 
inexpensive areas that are closer to municipalities with low access, 
which can potentially help meet the demand for cultural services in 
this region. Further studies eliciting landscape preferences of tour-
ists and local stakeholders are needed to know with certainty if the 
priority areas selected under this scenario can meet the demand for 
cultural services.

It is urgent to further understand and account for cultural eco-
system services in terms of its human-wellbeing contributions 
such as the identities they help frame, the experiences they help 
enable and the capabilities they help equip (Fish et al., 2016). This 
requires a relational approach while the evidence on cultural eco-
system services has focused on linear constructions based on the 
supply (Hutcheson et al., 2018; McGinlay et al., 2018; Nahuelhual 
et al., 2013) and the demand side of cultural services (Fu et al., 2020). 
Social accessibility is not just the space that connects supply with 
demand of cultural services (Yoshimura & Hiura,  2017), but a cul-
tural service itself by enabling experiences with nature and cultural 
practices derived from human–nature interactions (Fish et al., 2016). 
Bringing protected areas closer to people better enables the flow of 
visitors to experience protected areas as environmental spaces in 
which people interact with each other and the natural environment 
allowing them to appreciate nature (Allan et al., 2015; Daniel et al., 
2012). This has the potential to create a wider set of cultural values 
for protected areas where these natural spaces accrue meaning and 
significance for people who end up motivated and supporting nature 
conservation. Ultimately the likelihood of success of protected areas 
as a conservation tool can be increased.

The exploration of alternatives and their quantitative compar-
ison for reserve expansion targeting social access to cultural eco-
system services to bring closer the nature benefits derived from 
protected area people has rarely been addressed in conservation 
planning (Powers et  al.,  2013). The comparison of scenarios was 
useful to quantify where important selected areas are matching be-
tween the scenarios. The results showed that the comparison be-
tween the minimise land cost scenario and the combined land cost 
and social access scenarios was more similar with more matching 
areas (almost 3,000  km2). An important corridor of planning units 
at 34°S for reserve selection was highlighted because of the high 
biodiversity value and ability to increase social accessibility.

There is an urgency to improve conservation in this region 
where the protected area system is inversely proportional to spe-
cies endemism and richness (Schutz,  2018). The situation of the 
Mediterranean-type sclerophyllous ecosystems of Chile is especially 
critical with a current protected area network that only covers a 
small proportion of the remnant ecosystems. The outputs could help 
unlock new conservation opportunities in this region, by identifying 
land parcels that could greatly improve biodiversity and social access 
to nature and help determine which action to undertake in a given 
location. For example, our results suggest that land acquisition is 
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better targeted away from the costly land around cities, particularly 
away from cities such as Santiago, Valparaiso and Concepcion. While 
social accessibility targeted areas on the northern coast of Valparaiso 
region such as areas near localities like Zapallar and Papudo, where 
there is mediterranean coastal forest left and currently there are few 
protected areas.

Effective conservation actions must achieve maximum conser-
vation benefit within the limits of available funding. Cost-effective 
conservation plans are ideal to maximise ecological and social out-
comes, while not placing an ever-growing burden on taxpayers or 
relying on donations (Schöttker & Santos, 2019). Easements or other 
public–private partnerships have been suggested because some 
ecosystems only occur in current private land not available for sale 
(Nolte, 2018). In the study region most of the remaining area with 
high conservation value remains on private land. In 2016, a new con-
servation policy has been established in Chile (In Rem Right of con-
servation law 20930) enabling private landowners to take long-term 
action to protect the conservation attributes of their land, without 
losing the property title. Through voluntary agreements between 
landowners and a third party (e.g. Landtrust), landowners can pro-
tect their properties and establish certain restrictions to the real 
estate incentivising a market of economic transactions for private 
conservation (MMA, 2016). Our study can be useful as one of the 
key strategic activities in the implementation of this law is to cost-
effectively identify strategic sites and landowners to enable private 
land conservation in the region.

The current inefficiencies in the representation of biodiversity 
features and social access make evident the urgent need for con-
servation initiatives in the region such as the implementation of 
easements or other public–private partnerships (Nolte,  2018). In 
Chile there are high levels of inequality affecting all dimensions 
of human well-being such as access to education, health and so-
cial security and also access to nature. The social accessibility cost 
layer used in this study can allow conservation policy to address 
social inequality of access to nature by identifying alternatives that 
improve people's access to protected areas without compromising 
economic costs.

Private conservation initiatives can play an important role in the 
region as a long-term biodiversity conservation strategy covering 
protection gaps, favouring territorial and biological connectivity in 
the current protected area system and creating opportunities for na-
ture recreation. In Chile, private conservation has had an extensive 
impact with many national and international non-governmental and 
civil organisations pushing an environmental agenda for promot-
ing legal reforms to support private conservation (Di Giminiani & 
Fonck, 2018). Low-impact tourism and environmental education are 
activities that are being prioritised by private conservation initiatives 
in Chile (Nuñez-Avila et al., 2013). Private conservation could help 
provide social access for nature recreation through voluntary or in-
centivised programs. For example, there are industries in the region 
such as the forestry and wine industry that are increasingly inter-
ested in the conservation of native forest and ecotourism to give an 
added value to their products (Merelender et al., 2014).

Immediate action is needed to engage landowners, where unrep-
resented remnant forest ecosystem types occur and provide them 
with targeted incentives for conservation. Conservation planning 
targeting social accessibility provides important opportunities for 
conservation and improving human well-being. As such, payments 
for ecosystem services to offset the opportunity costs of conserva-
tion might be an important incentive for the conservation of native 
forests on private land (Alix-Garcia & Wolff, 2014). We applied an 
approach that can be adapted in collaboration with national conser-
vation stakeholders to respond to international conservation policy 
commitments.

5  | CONCLUSION

Conservation planning that cost-effectively improve biodiversity 
conservation and access to cultural ecosystem services by reducing 
inequality in social accessibility, could help increase the success of 
protected areas as a conservation tool by bringing people closer to 
nature. In this study we strategically identified priority areas that 
reach biodiversity targets while minimising land acquisition cost and 
social inequality of access to cultural ecosystem services. The explo-
ration of conservation scenarios and their comparison showed that it 
is possible to improve social accessibility while minimising land cost, 
highlighting the most inexpensive areas that are closer to municipali-
ties with low social access to protected areas. Private conservation 
initiatives and new conservation policy in Chile facilitating private 
conservation in the long term, can play an important role in this re-
gion helping offset conservation costs through novel public–private 
partnerships. Our results can provide specific guidance to conserva-
tion decision making for the cost-effective expansion of the conser-
vation network.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
M.J.M.H. and S.G. are supported by the Centre of Applied Ecology and 
Sustainability CAPES Fondo Basal 0002-2014. M.J.M.H. is supported 
by Fondo Nacional de Desarrollo Científico y Tecnológico FONDECYT 
Iniciación 11201053. M.J.M.H. thanks Francisca Cárcamo Rojas for 
her contribution designing Figure  1. The authors thank Matthias 
Schröter and one anonymous reviewer for their brilliant comments 
and feedback that largely improved this manuscript.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
The authors declare that they have no known competing financial 
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influ-
ence the work reported in this paper.

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
M.J.M.-H. and B.A.B. conceived the idea of the manuscript; M.J.M.-H. 
collected and analysed the data; M.J.M.-H. and B.A.B. led the writing; 
M.J.M.-H., K.A.W., M.D.P.C., H.P.P., S.G., A.C., P.P., P.A.M. and B.A.B. 
provided important feedback, contributed in the writing of the manu-
script, review and approve the final manuscript.



12  |    People and Nature MARTINEZ HARMS et al.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
The dataset generated in this publication will be embargoed until 21 
February 2022. The files and description will be available to down-
load and view from 21 February 2022 onwards. This dataset will be 
discoverable and citable immediately afterwards via Mendeley Data 
https://doi.org/10.17632/​pwrzh​p6jkp.1 (Martinez Harms, 2021).

ORCID
Maria Jose Martinez-Harms   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2655-3116 
Kerrie A. Wilson   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0092-935X 
Hugh P. Possingham   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7755-996X 
Stefan Gelcich   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5976-9311 
Alienor Chauvenet   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3743-7375 
Brett A. Bryan   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4834-5641 

R E FE R E N C E S
Adams, V. M., Pressey, R. L., & Álvarez-Romero, J. G. (2016). Using opti-

mal land-use scenarios to assess trade-offs between conservation, 
development, and social values. PLoS ONE, 11, e0158350. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0158350

Alaniz, A., Galleguillos, M., & Perez-Quezada, J. F. (2016). Assessment 
of quality of input data used to classify ecosystems according to 
the IUCN Red List methodology: The case of the central Chile 
hotspot. Biological Conservation, 204(Part B), 378–385. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.038

Alix-Garcia, J., & Wolff, H. (2014). Payment for ecosystem services from 
forests. Annual Review of Resource Economics, 6, 361–380. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev-resou​rce-10091​3-012524

Allan, J. D., Smith, S. D. P., McIntyre, P. B., Joseph, C. A., Dickinson, C. 
E., Marino, A. L., Biel, R. G., Olson, J. C., Doran, P. J., Rutherford, 
E. S., Adkins, J. E., & Adeyemo, A. O. (2015). Using cultural ecosys-
tem services to inform restoration priorities in the Laurentian Great 
Lakes. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 13, 418–424. https://
doi.org/10.1890/140328

Arroyo, M. T. K., & Cavieres, L. (1997). The Mediterranean type- climate 
flora of central Chile. What do we know and how can we assure its 
protection? Noticiero de Biologia, 5, 48–56.

Aycrigg, J. L., Davidson, A., Svancara, L. K., Gergely, K. J., McKerrow, A., 
& Scott, J. M. (2013). Representation of ecological systems within the 
protected areas network of the continental United States. PLoS ONE, 
8, e54689. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0054689

Baillie, J., & Zhang, Y. (2018). Space for nature. Science, 361, 1051. https://
doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.aau1397

Ball, I. R., Possingham, H. P., & Watts, M. (2009). Marxan and relatives: 
Software for spatial conservation prioritization. In A. Moilanen, K. A. 
Wilson, & H. P. Possingham (Eds.), Spatial conservation prioritization. 
Quantitative methods & computational tools (pp. 185–195). Oxford 
University Press.

Ban, N. C., & Klein, C. J. (2009). Spatial socioeconomic data as a cost 
in systematic marine conservation planning. Conservation Letters, 2, 
206–215. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00071.x

Barnes, M. D., Glew, L., Wyborn, C., & Craigie, I. D. (2018). Prevent per-
verse outcomes from global protected area policy. Nature Ecology & 
Evolution, 2, 759–762. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4155​9-018-0501-y

Belsoy, J., Korir, J., & Yego, J. (2012). Environmental impacts of tourism 
in protected areas. Journal of Environment and Earth Science, 2(10), 
64–73.

Carwardine, J., Wilson, K. A., Hajkowicz, S. A., Smith, R. J., Klein, C. J., 
Watts, M., & Possingham, H. P. (2010). Conservation planning when 
costs are uncertain. Conservation Biology, 24, 1529–1537. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01535.x

CBD. (2010). Decision X/2, The strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011–2020 
and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, Nagoya, Japan, 18 to 20 October 
2010. Convention on Biological Diversity.

CBD. (2019). Syntesis of views of parties and observers on the scope and con-
tent of the post/2020global biodiversity framework (p. 23). Convention 
on Biological Diversity.

Chan, K. M. A., Hoshizaki, L., & Klinkenberg, B. (2011). Ecosystem services 
in conservation planning: Targeted benefits vs. Co-Benefits or Costs? 
PLoS ONE, 6(e24378). https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.​pone.0024378

Chan, K. M. A., Satterfield, T., & Goldstein, J. (2012). Rethinking ecosys-
tem services to better address and navigate cultural values. Ecological 
Economics, 74, 8–18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecole​con.2011.11.011

Chan, K. M. A., Shaw, M. R., Cameron, D. R., Underwood, E. C., & Daily, 
G. C. (2006). Conservation planning for ecosystem services. PLoS 
Biology, 4, e379. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pbio.0040379

Cimon-Morin, J., Darveau, M., & Poulin, M. (2014). Towards system-
atic conservation planning adapted to the local flow of ecosystem 
services. Global Ecology and Conservation, 2, 11–23. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gecco.2014.07.005

CONAF-CONAMA-BIRF. (2015). Catastro y evaluación de los Recursos 
Vegetacionales Nativos de Chile. Sistema de Información Territorial SIT 
CONAF. Corporacion Nacional Forestal. http://sit.conaf.cl/

Daniel, T. C., Muhar, A., Arnberger, A., Aznar, O., Boyd, J. W., Chan, K. M. 
A., Costanza, R., Elmqvist, T., Flint, C. G., Gobster, P. H., Grêt-Regamey, 
A., Lave, R., Muhar, S., Penker, M., Ribe, R. G., Schauppenlehner, T., 
Sikor, T., Soloviy, I., Spierenburg, M., Taczanowska, K., Tam, J., & von 
der Dunk, A. (2012). Contributions of cultural services to the ecosys-
tem services agenda. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 
109(23), 8812–8819. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.11147​73109

Di Giminiani, P., & Fonck, M. (2018). Emerging landscapes of private con-
servation: Enclosure and mediation in southern Chilean protected 
areas. Geoforum, 97, 305–314. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geofo​
rum.2018.09.018

Di Minin, E., Soutullo, A., Bartesaghi, L., Rios, M., Szephegyi, M. N., & 
Moilanen, A. (2017). Integrating biodiversity, ecosystem services and 
socio-economic data to identify priority areas and landowners for 
conservation actions at the national scale. Biological Conservation, 
206, 56–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.11.037

Dinerstein, E., Vynne, C., Sala, E., Joshi, A. R., Fernando, S., Lovejoy, T. 
E., Mayorga, J., Olson, D., Asner, G. P., Baillie, J. E. M., Burgess, N. 
D., Burkart, K., Noss, R. F., Zhang, Y. P., Baccini, A., Birch, T., Hahn, 
N., Joppa, L. N., & Wikramanayake, E. (2019). A global deal for na-
ture: Guiding principles, milestones, and targets. Science Advances, 5, 
eaaw2869. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaw2869

Evans, M. C., Tulloch, A. I. T., Law, E. A., Raiter, K. G., Possingham, H. 
P., & Wilson, K. A. (2015). Clear consideration of costs, condi-
tion and conservation benefits yields better planning outcomes. 
Biological Conservation, 191, 716–727. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biocon.2015.08.023

Fish, R., Church, A., & Winter, M. (2016). Conceptualising cultural eco-
system services: A novel framework for research and critical engage-
ment. Ecosystem Services, 21, 208–217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoser.2016.09.002

Fu, B., Xu, P., Wang, Y., Guo, Y., Zhang, Y., & Li, S. (2020). Critical areas 
linking the supply and demand of cultural ecosystem services: 
Accessibility and geological disasters. Global Ecology and Conservation, 
21, e00839. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2019.e00839

Gray, C. L., Hill, S. L. L., Newbold, T., Hudson, L. N., Börger, L., Contu, S., 
Hoskins, A. J., Ferrier, S., Purvis, A., & Scharlemann, J. P. W. (2016). 
Local biodiversity is higher inside than outside terrestrial protected 
areas worldwide. Nature Communications, 7, 12306., https://doi.
org/10.1038/ncomm​s12306

Hernández-Morcillo, M., Plieninger, T., & Bieling, C. (2013). An empirical 
review of cultural ecosystem service indicators. Ecological Indicators, 
29, 434–444. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoli​nd.2013.01.013

https://doi.org/10.17632/pwrzhp6jkp.1
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2655-3116
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2655-3116
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0092-935X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0092-935X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7755-996X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7755-996X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5976-9311
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5976-9311
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3743-7375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3743-7375
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4834-5641
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4834-5641
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158350
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158350
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.038
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100913-012524
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100913-012524
https://doi.org/10.1890/140328
https://doi.org/10.1890/140328
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054689
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau1397
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau1397
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00071.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-018-0501-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01535.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01535.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2014.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2014.07.005
http://sit.conaf.cl/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1114773109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.11.037
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaw2869
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.08.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.08.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2019.e00839
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12306
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12306
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.01.013


     |  13People and NatureMARTINEZ HARMS et al.

Hutcheson, W., Hoagland, P., & Jin, D. (2018). Valuing environmen-
tal education as a cultural ecosystem service at Hudson River 
Park. Ecosystem Services, 31, 387–394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoser.2018.03.005

IPBES. (2019). Summary for policymakers of the regional assessment 
report on biodiversity and ecosystem services for the Americas of 
the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services.

Iwamura, T., le Polain de Waroux, Y., & Mascia, M. B. (2018). Considering 
people in systematic conservation planning: Insights from land sys-
tem science. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 16, 388–396. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1824

Lanzas, M., Hermoso, V., de-Miguel, S., Bota, G., & Brotons, L. (2019). 
Designing a network of green infrastructure to enhance the con-
servation value of protected areas and maintain ecosystem ser-
vices. Science of the Total Environment, 651, 541–550. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scito​tenv.2018.09.164

Luebert, F., & Pliscoff, P. (2018). Sinopsis bioclimática y vegetacional de 
Chile (pp. 1–384). Editorial Universitaria.

Margules, C. R., & Pressey, R. L. (2000). Systematic conservation plan-
ning. Nature, 405, 243–253.

Marquet, P. A., Tognelli, M., Barria, I., Escobar, M., Garin, C., & Soublette, 
P. (2004). How well are Mediterranean ecosystems protected in 
Chile? Insights from gaps in the conservation of Chilean verte-
brates. In M. Arianoutsou, & V. Papanastasis (Eds.), Proceedings 10th 
MEDECOS Conference (pp. 1–4). Millpress.

Martínez, A., Eckert, E. M., Artois, T., Careddu, G., Casu, M., Curini-
Galletti, M., Gazale, V., Gobert, S., Ivanenko, V. N., Jondelius, U., 
Marzano, M., Pesole, G., Zanello, A., Todaro, M. A., & Fontaneto, D. 
(2020). Human access impacts biodiversity of microscopic animals in 
sandy beaches. Communications Biology, 3, 175.

Martinez Harms, M. (2021). Data from: Conservation planning for peo-
ple and nature in a Chilean biodiversity hotspot, V2. Mendeley Data, 
https://doi.org/10.17632/​pwrzh​p6jkp.1

Martinez-Harms, M. J., Bryan, B. A., Wood, S. A., Fisher, D. M., Law, 
E., Rhodes, J. R., Dobbs, C., Biggs, D., & Wilson, K. A. (2018). 
Inequality in access to cultural ecosystem services from protected 
areas in the Chilean biodiversity hotspot. Science of the Total 
Environment, 636, 1128–1138. https://doi.org/10.1016/​j.scito​
tenv.2018.04.353

McGinlay, J., Parsons, D. J., Morris, J., Graves, A., Hubatova, M., 
Bradbury, R. B., & Bullock, J. M. (2018). Leisure activities and social 
factors influence the generation of cultural ecosystem service ben-
efits. Ecosystem Services, 31, 468–480. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoser.2018.03.019

Merelender, A., Altieri, M., Barlosa, O., Munoz-Saez, A., Pino, C., & 
Wilson, H. (2014). Chile and California: The wine is the land. Berkeley 
Review of Latin American Studies, 15, 29–36.

Milcu, A. I., Hanspach, J., Abson, D., & Fischer, J. (2013). Cultural ecosys-
tem services: A literature review and prospects for future research. 
Ecology and Society, 18, 44. http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05790​-180344

Ministerio de Desarrollo Social. (2013). Base de Datos Principal Casen. In 
Encuesta de caracterización socioeconómica nacional (Casen). Observatorio 
Social - Ministerio de Desarrollo Social y Familia. http://obser​vator​io.minis​
terio​desar​rollo​social.gob.cl/encue​sta-casen​-2013

MMA. (2016). Ley 20930: Establece el Derecho Real de Conservación 
Medioambiental. In Biblioteca del Congreso Nacional de Chile. 
Ministerio de Medio Ambiente. http://bcn.cl/2fe5f

Myers, N., Mittermeier, R. A., Mittermeier, C. G., Da Fonseca, G. A., & 
Kent, J. (2000). Biodiversity hotspots for conservation priorities. 
Nature, 403, 853–858. https://doi.org/10.1038/35002501

Nahuelhual, L., Carmona, A., Lozada, P., Jaramillo, A., & Aguayo, M. (2013). 
Mapping recreation and ecotourism as a cultural ecosystem service: 
An application at the local level in Southern Chile. Applied Geography, 
40, 71–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2012.12.004

Naidoo, R., Gerkey, D., Hole, D., Pfaff, A., Ellis, A. M., Golden, C. D., 
Herrera, D., Johnson, K., Mulligan, M., Ricketts, T. H., & Fisher, B. 
(2019). Evaluating the impacts of protected areas on human well-
being across the developing world. Science Advances, 5, eaav3006. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aav3006

Naidoo, R., & Ricketts, T. H. (2006). Mapping the economic costs and ben-
efits of conservation. PLoS Biology, 4, e360. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journ​al.pbio.0040360

Nolte, C. (2018). Buying forests for conservation: Contours of a global 
trend. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 32, 68–75. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.05.003

Nuñez-Avila, M., Corcuera, E., Farías, A., Pliscoff, P., Palma, J., & M. 
Barrientos y C. Sepúlveda. (2013). Diagnóstico y Caracterización 
de Iniciativas de Conservación Privada. Proyecto MMA/GEF-PNUD 
“Creación de un Sistema Nacional Integral de Áreas Protegidas 
para Chile: Estructura Financiera y Operacional”. Fundación Senda 
Darwin en colaboración con ASI Conserva Chile.

ODEPA. (2009). Valor de la tierra agrícola y sus factores determinantes. In 
Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile. Report. Oficina de Estudios y 
Políticas Agrarias. https://www.odepa.gob.cl/publi​cacio​nes/docum​entos​- 
e-infor​mes/valor​-de-la-tierr​a-agric​ola-y-sus-facto​res-deter​minantes

O'Keeffe, J. (2013). Rivers, time and conservation, especially in de-
veloping countries. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater 
Ecosystems, 23, 184–188. https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2347

Oldekop, J. A., Holmes, G., Harris, W. E., & Evans, K. L. (2016). A global as-
sessment of the social and conservation outcomes of protected areas. 
Conservation Biology, 30, 133–141. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12568

Palomo, I., Montes, C., Martín-López, B., González, J. A., Mora, M. 
R. G., García-Llorente, M., & Alcorlo, P. (2014). Incorporating the 
social-ecological approach in protected areas in the Anthropocene. 
BioScience, 64, 181–191. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosc​i/bit033

Petit, I. J., Campoy, A. N., Hevia, M.-J., Gaymer, C. F., & Squeo, F. A. (2018). 
Protected areas in Chile: Are we managing them? Revista Chilena de 
Historia Natural, 91. https://doi.org/10.1186/s4069​3-018-0071-z

Pliscoff, P., & Fuentes-Castillo, T. (2011). Representativeness of terrestrial 
ecosystems in Chile's protected area system. Environmental Conser
vation, 38, 303–311. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376​89291​1000208

Possingham, H., Ball, I., & Andelman, S. (2000). Mathematical methods 
for identifying representative reserve networks. In S. Ferson & M. 
Burgman (Eds.), Quantitative methods for conservation biology (pp. 291–
306). Springer New York. https://doi.org/10.1007/0-387-22648​-6_17

Powers, R. P., Coops, N. C., Nelson, T., Wulder, M. A., & Ronnie Drever, C. 
(2013). Integrating accessibility and intactness into large-area conser-
vation planning in the Canadian boreal forest. Biological Conservation, 
167, 371–379. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.08.032

Pressey, R. L., Cabeza, M., Watts, M. E., Cowling, R. M., & Wilson, K. A. 
(2007). Conservation planning in a changing world. Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution, 22, 583–592. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2007.10.001

Pressey, R. L., Weeks, R., & Gurney, G. G. (2017). From displacement activities 
to evidence-informed decisions in conservation. Biological Conservation, 
212, 337–348. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.06.009

Pullin, A. S., Bangpan, M., Dalrymple, S., Dickson, K., Haddaway, N. 
R., Healey, J. R., Hauari, H., Hockley, N., Jones, J. P. G., Knight, T., 
Vigurs, C., & Oliver, S. (2013). Human well-being impacts of ter-
restrial protected areas. Environmental Evidence, 2, 1.–https://doi.
org/10.1186/2047-2382-2-19

Ramírez de Arellano, P., Briones, R., & Alarcón, D. (2019). Sitios prioritar-
ios para la conservación de la biodiversidad utilizando planificación 
sistemática de la conservación en la Cordillera de la Costa de Chile. 
In C. Smith-Ramírez & F. Squeo (Eds.), Biodiversidad y ecología de los 
bosques costeros de Chile. Editorial Andros.

Remme, R. P., & Schröter, M. (2016). Effects of budget constraints on 
conservation network design for biodiversity and ecosystem ser-
vices. Ecological Complexity, 26, 45–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecocom.2016.03.006

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1824
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.09.164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.09.164
https://doi.org/10.17632/pwrzhp6jkp.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.04.353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.04.353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.03.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05790-180344
http://observatorio.ministeriodesarrollosocial.gob.cl/encuesta-casen-2013
http://observatorio.ministeriodesarrollosocial.gob.cl/encuesta-casen-2013
http://bcn.cl/2fe5f
https://doi.org/10.1038/35002501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2012.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aav3006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040360
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.05.003
https://www.odepa.gob.cl/publicaciones/documentos-e-informes/valor-de-la-tierra-agricola-y-sus-factores-determinantes
https://www.odepa.gob.cl/publicaciones/documentos-e-informes/valor-de-la-tierra-agricola-y-sus-factores-determinantes
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2347
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12568
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bit033
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40693-018-0071-z
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892911000208
https://doi.org/10.1007/0-387-22648-6_17
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.08.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2007.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1186/2047-2382-2-19
https://doi.org/10.1186/2047-2382-2-19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2016.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2016.03.006


14  |    People and Nature MARTINEZ HARMS et al.

Reyers, B., O'Farrell, P., Nel, J., & Wilson, K. (2012). Expanding the con-
servation toolbox: Conservation planning of multifunctional land-
scapes. Landscape Ecology, 27, 1121–1134. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1098​0-012-9761-0

Rodrigues, A. S. L., Akçakaya, H. R., Andelman, S. J., Bakarr, M. I., Boitani, 
L., Brooks, T. M., Chanson, J. S., Fishpool, L. D. C., Da Fonseca, G. A. B., 
Gaston, K. J., Hoffmann, M., Marquet, P. A., Pilgrim, J. D., Pressey, R. L., 
Schipper, J., Sechrest, W., Stuart, S. N., Underhill, L. G., Waller, R. W., … 
Yan, X. (2004). Global gap analysis: Priority regions for expanding the 
global protected-area network. BioScience, 54, 1092–1100. https://
doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2004)054[1092:GGAPR​F]2.0.CO;2

Sarkar, S., & Margules, C. (2002). Operationalizing biodiversity for con-
servation planning. Journal of Biosciences, 27, 299–308. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF027​04961

Schöttker, O., & Santos, M. J. (2019). Easement or public land? An eco-
nomic analysis of different ownership modes for nature conserva-
tion measures in California. Conservation Letters, e12647. https://doi.
org/10.1111/conl.12647

Schröter, M., Rusch, G. M., Barton, D. N., Blumentrath, S., & Nordén, B. 
(2014). Ecosystem services and opportunity costs shift spatial priori-
ties for conserving forest biodiversity. PLoS ONE, 9, e112557. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0112557

Schutz, J. (2018). Creating an integrated protected area network in Chile: 
A GIS assessment of ecoregion representation and the role of private 
protected areas. Environmental Conservation, 45, 269–277. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0376​89291​7000492

Snäll, T., Lehtomäki, J., Arponen, A., Elith, J., & Moilanen, A. (2016). 
Green infrastructure design based on spatial conservation prioriti-
zation and modeling of biodiversity features and ecosystem services. 
Environmental Management, 57, 251–256. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s0026​7-015-0613-y

Squeo, F. A., Estévez, R. A., Stoll, A., Gaymer, C., Letelier, L., & Sierralta, 
L. (2012). Towards the creation of an integrated system of protected 
areas in Chile: Achievements & challenges. Plant & Ecology Diversity, 
5, 233–324. https://doi.org/10.1080/17550​874.2012.679012

Tognelli, M. F., Ramirez de Arellano, P., & Marquet, P. A. (2008). How well 
do the existing and proposed reserve networks represent vertebrate 
species in Chile? Diversity and Distributions, 14(1), 148–158. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00437.x

Tverijonaite, E., Ólafsdóttir, R., & Thorsteinsson, T. (2018). Accessibility 
of protected areas and visitor behaviour: A case study from Iceland. 
Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 24, 1–10. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jort.2018.09.001

United Nations. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for sus-
tainable development. United Nations, Department of Economic and 
Social Affairs. https://sdgs.un.org/2030a​genda

Urbina-Casanova, R., Luebert, F., Pliscoff, P., & Scherson, R. A. (2016). 
Assessing floristic representativeness in the protected areas na-
tional system of Chile: Are vegetation types a good surrogate for 
plant species? Environmental Conservation, 43, 199–207. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0376​89291​6000060

Verhagen, W., Kukkala, A. S., Moilanen, A., van Teeffelen, A. J. A., & 
Verburg, P. H. (2017). Use of demand and spatial flow in prioritiz-
ing areas for ecosystem services. Conservation Biology, 31, 860–871. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12872

Ware, C., Williams, K. J., Harding, J., Hawkins, B., Harwood, T., Manion, 
G., Perkins, G. C., & Ferrier, S. (2018). Improving biodiversity surro-
gates for conservation assessment: A test of methods and the value 
of targeted biological surveys. Diversity and Distributions, 24, 1333–
1346. https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12766

Watson, J. E., Grantham, H. S., Wilson, K. A., & Possingham, H. P. 
(2011). Systematic conservation planning: Past, present and future. 
Conservation Biogeography, 1, 136–160. https://doi.org/10.1002/​
97814​44390​001.ch6

Watson, K. B., Galford, G. L., Sonter, L. J., Koh, I., & Ricketts, T. H. (2019). 
Effects of human demand on conservation planning for biodiversity 
and ecosystem services. Conservation Biology, 33, 942–952. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13276

Yoshimura, N., & Hiura, T. (2017). Demand and supply of cultural ecosys-
tem services: Use of geotagged photos to map the aesthetic value of 
landscapes in Hokkaido. Ecosystem Services, 24, 68–78. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.02.009

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section.

How to cite this article: Martinez-Harms MJ, Wilson KA, 
Costa MDP, et al. Conservation planning for people and 
nature in a Chilean biodiversity hotspot. People Nat. 
2021;00:1–14. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10200

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-9761-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-9761-0
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2004)054[1092:GGAPRF]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2004)054[1092:GGAPRF]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02704961
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02704961
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12647
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12647
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0112557
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0112557
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892917000492
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892917000492
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-015-0613-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-015-0613-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/17550874.2012.679012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00437.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00437.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2018.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2018.09.001
https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892916000060
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892916000060
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12872
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12766
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444390001.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444390001.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13276
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10200

