Appendix S1. Overview of existing studies applying Marxan with Zones 
Previous MARZONE studies were reviewed by looking specifically at their stated objectives and at the design and context under which the studies were performed. In order to do so, the first step involved gathering information on studies bibliographic details, including publication year and type of publication. In a second step, information on the conservation planning approach was gathered, namely considering the broad study objectives, geographical location of the software application (e.g., continent, country, case study location), spatial coverage (e.g., area considered), ecosystems targeted, if the study targeted biodiversity hotspots or IUCN criteria, or if there was some kind of protected area defined for the case study area, either already implemented or programmed. Finally, in a third step, the study design was considered, involving data gathering on main threats addressed, conservation features and costs metrics/layers used in the analysis. 
The literature review only considered studies written in English and was limited to documents specifically using MARZONE as the spatial prioritization software, either isolated or combined with other tools/models. Available scholar websites were used, including Web of Knowledge (http://www.isiknowledge.com), Science Direct (https://www.sciencedirect.com/), Scholars Portal (https://journals.scholarsportal.info/), Springer (https://link.springer.com/) and Google Scholar (https://scholar.google.com/). The literature review was conducted using key terms, alone and in combination, as ‘Marxan with Zones’, ‘spatial prioritization’, ‘conservation’, ‘NATURA 2000’, ‘Agri-Environmental Measures’, ‘marine’, ‘terrestrial’, ‘freshwater’, ‘costs’, ‘effectiveness’. We excluded studies that mentioned the use of MARZONE but did not provide enough methodological details on how the software was implemented or which conservation zones, features and/or costs were incorporated in the analysis.
Over the last decade, 58 studies were published applying the MARZONE spatial prioritization software, mostly to optimize terrestrial and marine conservation policies (e.g., Stewart et al. 2008, Weeks et al. 2010, Wilson et al. 2010, Venter et al. 2013, Peckett 2015, Law et al. 2017, Jones et al. 2018), and more recently also to optimize freshwater ecosystems conservation in catchments (e.g., Parker et al. 2015, Hermoso et al. 2015, 2018, Domisch et al. 2019). Most of these studies were published as peer reviewed journal articles (73.8%), followed by studies found in academic thesis or reports (11.5% each). 

Regarding the conservation planning approach, six main criteria were considered: i) broad objective of the study, ii) studies geographical distribution, iii) spatial scale of analysis, iv) ecosystems targeted, v) studies located in a biodiversity hotspot region or considering IUCN criteria, and finally, vi) if the studies targeted protected areas. 
In a first step, the broad objectives of the studies were categorised into 4 main classes: a) conservation, b) cost-effectiveness, c) fisheries related targets, and d) multiple-use zoning. The later was the most common objective among case studies, with 37.7% of MARZONE implementations aiming to find a balance between biodiversity conservation and socio-economic uses (e.g., Reyers et al. 2012, Ruiz-Frau et al. 2015, Annis et al. 2017). This general objective was followed by studies aiming specifically at biodiversity conservation, including protected areas effectiveness evaluation (e.g., Lourival et al. 2011, Boon et al. 2014, Lanzas et al. 2019), followed by fisheries related targets (e.g., Weeks et al. 2010, Makino et al. 2013, Wendt et al. 2016), and lastly cost-effectiveness analysis (Wilson et al. 2010, Schroter et al. 2014, Bernasconi et al. 2016), with 29.5%, 18% and 14.8%, respectively. 
In a second step, the studies geographical distribution was taken into account (Figure S1), showing that Asia (26.6%), Australia (23.4%), and Europe (21.9%) are the regions with a higher number of conservation planning studies using MARZONE. These are followed by North America (12.5%) and Africa and South America (7.8% each). The majority of the studies targeted ecosystems in one specific country. However, approximately 14% of the studies looked at transboundary ecosystems, considering 2, 3, 4, 11 or even 18 countries together. 2 out of the 3 studies considering ecosystems shared between 2 countries targeted several ecosystems for spatial prioritization within the same study (Annis et al. 2017, Barbosa et al. 2019), while the third study looked at catchments prioritization for freshwater biodiversity conservation in the Iberian Peninsula (Hermoso et al. 2016). Runting et al. (2015) looked at the impacts of future coordinated scenarios between Malaysia, Indonesia, and Brunei Darussalam for shared terrestrial ecosystem in the Island of Borneo; while Schimiedel & Lamp (2012), aiming at sustainable fishing targets, looked at the prioritization of the Pomeranian Bight/Arkona Sea, shared between Denmark, Sweden, Poland and Germany marine territorial waters. Two studies considered fisheries management targets to ensure biodiversity conservation in the Western Indian Ocean, by considering the shared responsibility among 11 countries (McClanahan et al. 2016, Jones et al. 2018), while Domisch et al. (2019) looked at the spatial prioritization of ecosystems conservation in the Danube River Basin (shared among 18 countries in Central Europe), by looking at both fish species conservation and 4 ecosystem services provision. 
In a third step, the spatial scale of analysis considered in the different studies was categorised into 5 main area classes: i) 0-100 km2, ii) 100-1,000 km2, iii) 1,000-10,000 km2, iv) 10,000-100,000 km2, and v) >100,000 km2. More than 40% of the studies targeted the spatial conservation of ecosystems with areas between 10,000-100,000 km2, followed by intermediate spatial scales of 1,000-10,000 km2 and 100-1,000 km2, with 21% and 19%, respectively. Very large spatial scales (>100,000 km2) and smaller spatial scales (0-100 km2) were less represented, with 9.7% and 8.1% respectively.
In a fourth step, the ecosystems targeted in these studies were considered (Figure S1). More than a third of the studies specifically targeted terrestrial ecosystems (38.5%; e.g., Wilson et al. 2010, Venter et al. 2012, Karimi & Adams 2019), followed by marine (23.1%; e.g., Mills et al. 2011, Fyhr et al. 2015, Yates et al. 2015), coastal (12.3%; e.g., d’Abadie 2011, Harris et al. 2014; Kockel 2018), and finally freshwater (12.3%; e.g., Jupiter et al. 2013, Hermoso et al. 2015, Domisch et al. 2019) ecosystems. Almost 14% of the studies considered the coastal and marine continuum (e.g., Stewart et al. 2008, Makino et al. 2013, Wendt et al. 2016), and only two studies have recently considered the spatial prioritization of several ecosystems types together (Figure S1), either by considering the effects of land use changes on Lake Erie water quality and uses (Annis et al. 2017) or by taking into account the effects of land management practices on a Biosphere Reserve conservation objectives (Barbosa et al. 2019).
 In a fifth step, using the CEPF spatial distribution of worlds’ biodiversity hotspots (Noss et al. 2016), was possible to see that the majority of the MARZONE case studies (66.7%) are located within a biodiversity hotspot region(Figure S1), yet, only approximately a third of the studies explicitly considered IUCN criteria in their analysis, either by considering the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species (e.g., Jupiter et al. 2013, Runting et al. 2015) or by considering the IUCN protected area management categories (e.g., Lourival et al. 2011, Wendt et al. 2016, Yeum et al. 2018). 

Finally, the sixth step considered the inclusion of protected areas in studies applying MARZONE. This software has been mainly used to assess the effectiveness of protected areas (Table S1). Less than a quarter of the studies do not focus on protected areas (e.g., Sochi & Kiesecker 2016, Law et al. 2017). Almost half of the studies considered regions that encompassed protected areas (e.g., Venter et al. 2013, Yates et al. 2015, Magris et al. 2017), while a third of the studies specifically focused specifically on the effectiveness of protected areas (e.g., Schimiedel & Lamp 2012, Makino et al. 2013, Barbosa et al. 2019). The considered protected areas varied among studies according to their management objectives, ranging from National Parks threatened either by tourism/recreational activities or fisheries and illegal harvesting (19%; e.g., Parker et al. 2015, Jumin et al. 2017) to community-based protected areas (23.8%), either terrestrial (e.g., Jupiter et al. 2013) or marine (e.g., Mills et al. 2011, Grantham et al. 2013), which main threats were extractive activities, such as logging or fisheries, or even invasive species. The least considered type of protected areas were NATURA 2000 areas (14%), either terrestrial (Lanzas et al. 2019) or marine (e.g., Schimiedel & Lamp 2012) and Marine Protected Areas (Metcalfe et al. 2015, Reecht et al. 2015).
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Figure S1. Type of cost layer used (economic value or a proxy for cost) and ecosystem targeted. MARZONE has been mostly applied to terrestrial (#25) and (coastal/)marine (#24) ecosystems. MARZONE studies applied to terrestrial ecosystems tend to consider explicitly economic cost measures (circles) such as management and/or opportunity costs; while MARZONE studies targeted at marine, coastal and freshwater ecosystems tend to use a proxy for economic costs (squares) such as fishing effort or sedimentation plumes. The majority of the studies using MARZONE targeted regions located within recognised biodiversity hotspot areas (Noss et al. 2016).
Regarding the studies design three main criteria were considered: i) main threats addressed, ii) conservation features, and iii) costs used in the analysis.
The majority of the studies using MARZONE investigated how human activities can be reconciled with biodiversity conservation objectives, looking at the impacts of agriculture (e.g., Reyers et al. 2012, Law et al. 2015, Hermoso et al. 2018), forestry (e.g., Schroter et al. 2014, Mehri et al. 2017), commercial or traditional fisheries (e.g., Klein et al. 2010, Grantham et al. 2013, Reecht et al. 2015, Jones et al. 2018), tourism/recreational activities (e.g., Stewart et al. 2008, Peckett 2015), or shipping lanes (e.g., Mazor et al. 2014, Fyhr et al. 2015) on biodiversity; while around 36% of the studies addressed threats to ecosystems’ integrity, such as deforestation (e.g., Venter et al. 2013), habitat degradation (e.g., Wilson et al. 2010, Levin et al. 2013, Harris et al. 2014, Magris et al. 2017, Barbosa et al. 2019), or invasive species (e.g., Jupiter et al. 2013, Tulloch et al. 2014, Auerbach 2015).
Concerning the conservation features used (Table S1), most of the studies considered either habitat (H) distribution (36.5%; e.g., Mills et al. 2011, Makino et al. 2013, Peckett 2015, Mehri et al. 2017) or a combination between habitat and species (S) distribution (34.9%; e.g., Stewart et al., 2008 Grantham et al. 2013, Harris et al. 2014, Reecht et al. 2015, Adams et al. 2016, Yeum et al. 2018). Studies considering only species distribution, either on the basis of species occurrence or by spatially modelling their predicted distribution, comprised for 11% of the total studies (e.g., Entem 2012, Tulloch et al. 2014, Davis et al. 2014). Recently, ecosystem services (ES) maps have been included in MARZONE as conservation features. This has been done considering both i) the supply of ecosystem services, by combining ecosystem services maps with habitat (e.g., Schroter et al. 2014, Annis et al. 2017), species (e.g., Hermoso et al. 2018, Domisch et al. 2019), or together with both species and habitat conservation features (e.g., Law et al. 2015, 2017, Barbosa et al. 2019, Lanzas et al. 2019); and ii) the demand of ecosystem services, by assessing peoples’ preferences for different ecosystem uses (Karimi & Adams 2019).
Another input file required by MARZONE is the cost layer, yet how these costs are introduced can differ significantly among studies (Figure S1). The majority of the studies (63.5%) considered the use of proxies to estimate the cost layer when applying MARZONE, namely fishing effort (e.g., Weeks et al. 2010, Schimiedel and Lamp 2012, Mazor et al. 2014, Gurney et al. 2015, Metcalfe et al. 2015), spatial frequency of recreational activities (e.g., Peckett 2015, Yeum et al. 2018), sedimentation (e.g., Grantham et al. 2013, Boon et al. 2014), coastal development (e.g., Magris et al. 2017), maps displaying the distribution of threats to be alleviated (e.g., Sochi & Kiesecker 2016, Hermoso et al. 2015), or even Global Human Footprint (Lanzas et al. 2019). Over a third of the studies considered economic costs as the cost layer used in MARZONE analysis. Yet, different metrics were used to assess these costs, such as market prices (e.g., Entem 2012, Law et al. 2015, Ruiz-Frau et al. 2015), opportunity costs (e.g., Schroter et al. 2014, Runting et al. 2015, Bernasconi et al. 2016), land acquisition costs (e.g., Lourival et al. 2011 Romanach et al. 2018), management costs (e.g., Levin et al. 2013, Auerbach 2015, Barbosa et al. 2019), enforcement costs (e.g., Davis et al. 2014), or a combination between the above mentioned (e.g., Wilson et al. 2010, Reyers et al. 2012, Venter et al., 2013). The large majority (73.9%) of these studies targeted terrestrial ecosystems.

Table S1. Overview of existing studies applying MARZONE (note: S: species, H: habitats, ES: ecosystem services)
	Study
	Reference
	Publication type
	Country
	Case study
	Area (km2)
	Ecosystem
	PA considered
	threat
	Conservation features
	Economic costs

	1
	Stewart et al. 2008
	Report
	Australia
	Rottnest Island
	          38.0 
	Coastal/Marine
	yes
	tourism
	S/H
	no

	
	
	
	
	Cockburn Sound
	124.0 
	Coastal
	no
	habitat degradation
	S/H
	no

	2
	Agostini et al. 2010
	Report
	Saint Kitts and Nevis
	Saint Kitts and Nevis, Eastern Caribbean
	382.6 
	Coastal/Marine
	no
	tourism, fisheries, transportation
	S/H
	no

	3
	Klein et al. 2010
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	USA
	California
	1,977.5 
	Coastal/Marine
	yes
	commercial fisheries
	H
	yes

	4
	Weeks et al. 2010
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Philippines
	Island Province of Siquijor
	337.5 
	Coastal/Marine
	no
	habitat degradation
	H
	no

	5
	Wilson et al. 2010
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Indonesia
	East Kalimantan, Borneo
	229,855.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	habitat degradation
	S
	yes

	6
	d’Abadie 2011
	Thesis
	Tobago
	Tobago island (Speyside Marine Area, Little Tobago and Goat Island)
	592.8 
	Coastal
	no
	fishing, tourism, invasive species, habitat degradation
	S/H
	no

	7
	Lourival et al. 2011
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Brazil
	Pantanal Biosphere Reserve
	365,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	oil and gas activities, agriculture
	S/H
	yes

	8
	Mills et al. 2011
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Fiji
	Fiji Locally Managed Marine Area network: east coast of Viti Levu
	30,000.0 
	Marine
	yes
	habitat degradation
	H
	no

	9
	Entem 2012
	Thesis
	Canada
	South of the Divide, Milk River Watershed, Saskatchewan
	13,871.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	land use changes (e.g. agriculture, poor grazing management, urbanization, invasive species)
	S
	yes

	10
	Reyers et al. 2012
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	South Africa
	Little Karoo
	19,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	agriculture
	H
	yes

	11
	Schimiedel & Lamp 2012
	Report
	Denmark, Sweden, Poland, Germany
	Pomeranian Bight/Arkona Sea
	14,100.0 
	Marine
	yes
	fisheries
	S/H
	no

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study
	Reference
	Publication type
	Country
	Case study
	Area (km2)
	Ecosystem
	PA considered
	threat
	Conservation features
	Economic costs

	12
	Grantham et al. 2013
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Indonesia
	Raja Ampat MPA
	11,859.4 
	Marine
	yes
	fisheries
	S/H
	no

	13
	Jupiter et al. 2013
	Report
	Fiji
	Mt. Navotuvotu-Mt. Kasi Forest Corridor, Vanua Levu
	182.5
	Terrestrial
	yes
	logging, mining and invasive species
	H
	no

	
	
	
	
	
	80.0
	Freshwater
	yes
	logging, invasive species
	H
	no

	14
	Levin et al. 2013
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Israel
	Ramat Hanadiv
	4.5
	Terrestrial
	yes
	habitat degradation
	H
	yes

	15
	Makino et al. 2013
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Fiji
	Vatu-i-Ra Seascape
	26,584.0
	Coastal/Marine
	yes
	fisheries
	H
	no

	16
	Venter et al. 2012
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Indonesia
	Berau regency, Borneo
	2,200.0
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	deforestation, agriculture, forestry
	H
	yes

	17
	Venter et al. 2013
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Indonesia
	Berau regency, Borneo
	2,200.0
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	habitat degradation
	S/H
	yes

	18
	Adams et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Australia
	Daly River catchment
	53,000.0
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	agriculture
	H
	yes

	19
	Boon et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Cambodia
	Koh Rong Archipelago
	186.7
	Coastal/Marine
	mixed
	fisheries
	S/H
	no

	20
	Davis et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Chile
	Algarrobo, El Quisco, Las Cruces
	28.8
	Coastal
	mixed
	fisheries
	S
	yes

	21
	Harris et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	South Africa
	South African shoreline
	
	Coastal
	mixed
	habitat degradation
	S/H
	no

	22
	Mazor et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Israel
	Israel Mediterranean territorial waters
	4,200.0
	Marine
	mixed
	hydrocarbon exploitation, shipping, fisheries
	S/H
	no

	23
	Schroter et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Norway
	Telemark
	15,300.0
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	forestry
	ES/H
	yes

	24
	Tulloch et al. 2014
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Australia
	Fitz-Stirling
	17,000.0
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	invasive species
	S
	yes

	25
	Van Rensen 2014
	Thesis
	Canada
	Athabasca oil sands, Alberta
	1,806.0 
	Terrestrial
	no
	oil reserves exploitation
	S
	no


	Study
	Reference
	Publication type
	Country
	Case study
	 Area (km2) 
	Ecosystem
	PA considered
	threat
	Conservation features
	Economic costs

	26
	Auerbach 2015
	Thesis
	Australia
	Burnett-Mary Natural Resource Management
	55,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	fire risk, invasive predator (red fox), habitat degradation caused by domestic stock
	H
	yes

	27
	Fyhr et al. 2015
	Report
	Sweden
	Hanö Bight 
	6,800.0 
	Marine
	mixed
	shipping, fishing
	S/H
	no

	28
	Gurney et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Fiji
	Kubulau District, Vanua Levu Island
	260.0 
	Marine
	mixed
	fisheries
	H
	no

	29
	Hermoso et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Australia
	Daly River catchment
	 53,000.0 
	Freshwater
	no
	habitat degradation
	S
	no

	30
	Law et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Indonesia
	Ex-Mega Rice Project region, Central Kalimantan
	 14,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	no
	agriculture
	ES/S/H
	yes

	31
	Metcalfe et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	England
	Eastern English Channel
	 12,620.0 
	Marine
	yes
	fisheries
	S/H
	no

	32
	Parker et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Canada
	Fathom Five National Marine Park, Lake Huron, Ontario
	 114.0 
	Freshwater
	yes
	tourism, shipping, fisheries
	H
	no

	33
	Peckett 2015
	Thesis
	England
	Lyme Bay
	 2,460.0 
	Marine
	mixed
	tourism, fisheries
	H
	no

	
	
	
	Scotland
	Sound of Mull
	    110.0 
	Marine
	no
	tourism, fisheries
	H
	no

	34
	Reecht et al. 2015
	Book chapter
	England
	Eastern English Channel
	12,620.0 
	Marine
	yes
	fisheries
	S/H
	no

	35
	Ruiz-Frau et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	England
	Wales
	 19,475.0 
	Coastal/Marine
	mixed
	tourism, fisheries
	H
	yes

	36
	Runting et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Malaysia, Indonesia, Brunei Darussalam
	Island of Borneo
	743,330.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	agriculture
	S/H
	yes

	37
	Yates et al. 2015
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Northern Ireland
	Northern Ireland's territorial waters
	4,600.0 
	Marine
	mixed
	wind farms, fisheries
	S/H
	no

	38
	Adams et al. 2016
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Australia
	Daly River catchment
	 53,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	agriculture
	S/H
	no

	39
	Bernasconi et al. 2016
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Brazil
	Sao Paulo state
	 253,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	mixed
	agriculture
	H
	yes


	Study
	Reference
	Publication type
	Country
	Case study
	 Area (km2) 
	Ecosystem
	PA considered
	threat
	Conservation features
	Economic costs

	40
	Hermoso et al. 2016
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Portugal and Spain
	Iberian Peninsula
	583,000.0 
	Freshwater
	mixed
	habitat degradation
	S
	no

	41
	McClanahan et al. 2016
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Kenya, Mozambique, South Africa, Maldives, Chagos, Tanzania, Comoros, Madagascar, Mauritus, Seychelles, La Reunion
	Western Indian Ocean
	21,009.0 
	Coastal/Marine
	mixed
	habitat degradation
	 S/H
	no

	42
	Sochi & Kiesecker 2016
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	USA
	San Juan Basin
	4,280.0 
	Terrestrial
	no
	oil and gas activities
	 S/H
	no

	43
	Wendt et al. 2016
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Fiji
	Kadavu island
	 200.0 
	Coastal/Marine
	mixed
	fisheries
	H
	no

	44
	Annis et al. 2017
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Canada and USA
	Western Lake Erie basin
	12,019.7 
	Coastal, Freshwater, Terrestrial
	 
	agriculture, fisheries, tourism
	H
	yes

	45
	Jumin et al. 2017
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Malaysia
	Tun Mustapha Marine Park
	10,200.0 
	Marine
	yes
	overfishing, destructive fishing, unsustainable coastal land uses, and illegal harvesting of marine turtles and eggs
	H
	no

	46
	Law et al. 2017
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Indonesia
	Ex-Mega Rice Project region, Central Kalimantan
	14,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	no
	habitat degradation
	ES/S/H
	yes

	47
	Magris et al. 2017
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Brazil
	Brazilian coral reefs
	 17,600.0 
	Coastal
	mixed
	habitat degradation
	S/H
	no

	48
	Mehri et al. 2017
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Iran
	Golestan Province
	 6,166.7 
	Terrestrial
	no
	forestry, agriculture
	H
	no

	49
	Venier et al. 2017
	Presentation
	Italy
	Emilia-Romagna region
	5,260.0 
	Marine
	mixed
	aquaculture
	S/H
	no

	50
	Hermoso et al. 2018
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Australia
	Daly River catchment
	53,000.0 
	Freshwater
	no
	agriculture
	ES/S
	no

	51
	Jones et al. 2018
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Kenya, Mozambique, South Africa, Maldives, Chagos, Tanzania, Comoros, Madagascar, Mauritus, Seychelles, La Reunion
	Western Indian Ocean
	  21,009.0 
	Marine
	yes
	fisheries
	H
	no



	Study
	Reference
	Publication type
	Country
	Case study
	Area (km2)
	Ecosystem
	PA considered
	threat
	Conservation features
	Economic costs

	52
	Kockel 2018
	Thesis
	Philippines
	Sogod Bay
	12.1 
	Coastal
	mixed
	fisheries
	H
	no

	53
	Romanach et al. 2018
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	USA
	Everglades Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge, Florida
	526.1 
	Terrestrial
	yes
	urbanization
	H
	yes

	54
	Yeum et al. 2018
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	South Korea
	Seoraksan National Park
	  398.2 
	Terrestrial
	yes
	habitat degradation
	S/H
	no

	55
	Barbosa et al. 2019
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Morocco and Spain
	Intercontinental BR of the Mediterranean
	 34,757.0 
	Freshwater
	yes
	habitat degradation
	ES/S/H
	yes

	
	
	
	
	
	25,828.0 
	Marine
	yes
	habitat degradation
	ES/S/H
	yes

	
	
	
	
	
	3,396.5 
	Coastal
	yes
	habitat degradation
	ES/S/H
	yes

	56
	Domisch et al. 2019
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Albania, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovak, Slovenia, Switzerland, Ukraine
	Danube River Basin
	807,827.0 
	Freshwater
	no
	habitat degradation
	ES/S
	no

	57
	Karimi & Adams 2019
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Australia
	Baffle Basin
	  4,789.0 
	Terrestrial
	yes
	forestry, agriculture
	People’s preferences for ecosystem uses
	no

	58
	Lanzas et al. 2019
	Peer Reviewed Journal
	Spain
	Catalonia region
	32,000.0 
	Terrestrial
	yes
	forestry, agriculture, tourism
	ES/S/H
	no
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