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Decision-makers focus on representing biodiversity pattern, maintaining connectivity, and
strengthening resilience to global warming when designing marine protected area (MPA)
systems, especially in coral reef ecosystems. The achievement of these broad conservation
objectives will likely require large areas, and stretch limited funds for MPA implementation. We undertook a spatial prioritisation of Brazilian coral reefs that considered two
types of conservation zones (i.e. no-take and multiple use areas) and integrated multiple
conservation objectives into MPA planning, while assessing the potential impact of
different sets of objectives on implementation costs. We devised objectives for biodiversity, connectivity, and resilience to global warming, determined the extent to which
existing MPAs achieved them, and designed complementary zoning to achieve all objectives combined in expanded MPA systems. In doing so, we explored interactions between
different sets of objectives, determined whether reﬁnements to the existing spatial
arrangement of MPAs were necessary, and tested the utility of existing MPAs by comparing
their cost effectiveness with an MPA system designed from scratch. We found that MPAs in
Brazil protect some aspects of coral reef biodiversity pattern (e.g. threatened fauna and
ecosystem types) more effectively than connectivity or resilience to global warming.
Expanding the existing MPA system was as cost-effective as designing one from scratch
only when multiple objectives were considered and management costs were accounted
for. Our approach provides a comprehensive assessment of the beneﬁts of integrating
multiple objectives in the initial stages of conservation planning, and yields insights for
planners of MPAs tackling multiple objectives in other regions.
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1. Introduction
Marine protected areas (MPAs) are increasingly viewed as an important spatial management tool within a suite of policy
alternatives to address rapid declines in coral reef biodiversity (Mumby and Steneck, 2008). Where properly implemented,
MPAs have proven to be effective tools for reef conservation, with documented empirical evidence of their beneﬁts (Mumby
and Harborne, 2010; Harrison et al., 2012; Olds et al., 2013). However, uncertainty remains over strategies to optimise MPA
spatial design for conserving biodiversity in the long term and maintaining wider ecosystem functions (McCook et al., 2010).
There is also an increasing recognition that many MPAs are ineffective at addressing a diverse set of conservation objectives
(Watson et al., 2014). Optimising the diverse roles expected from MPAs and their effective implementation is therefore a
current central concern of conservation planning.
Quantitative conservation objectives (sometimes referred as targets in the conservation literature) are the foundation for
conservation planning (Game et al., 2013), and their formulation is a key step in applying scientiﬁc insights to achieve desired
MPA outcomes (Pressey et al., 2015). The formulation of objectives can accommodate representation of biodiversity patterns
(e.g. ecosystem types), while also addressing ecological and threatening processes related to the long-term maintenance of
biodiversity, such as larval connectivity and global warming (Pressey et al., 2007). Despite processes being increasingly
incorporated into decision-making strategies in recent years (Magris et al., 2014), most marine planning exercises typically
develop objectives that represent only static elements of biodiversity (e.g. Green et al., 2009; Tulloch et al., 2013). However,
representation objectives for biodiversity alone are probably insufﬁcient to guarantee biodiversity persistence if an MPA
system is composed of widely spaced, separate MPAs in which the maintenance of viable populations is limited by lack of
connectivity. Similarly, conservation objectives that do not account for projected sea-surface temperatures might not support
coral reef species in adapting to rapid global warming. Clearly, improving MPA design for persistence, complementing the
longstanding focus on biodiversity representation, is essential to ensure adequate protection of coral reef systems over the
next century.
In this study, we seek to address two inﬂuences on biodiversity persistence, which are particularly important for fostering
coral reef conservation, but not yet well developed or interpreted in conservation planning: connectivity related to larval
dispersal and global warming. Several studies have proposed approaches to designing well connected MPA systems for coral
reefs (e.g. McCook et al., 2009; Beger et al., 2010; Magris et al., 2015b) and to maintaining functioning of these ecosystems
under global warming (e.g. Chollett et al., 2014; Makino et al., 2014; Magris et al., 2015a). However, an assessment of the
synergies between potentially competing objectives requires an integrated approach that investigates whether there is
spatial coincidence between areas required to protect them, and seeks to maximize this coincidence. Beyond addressing
aspects of possibly conﬂicting objectives in conservation planning, another challenge is therefore to integrate multiple sets of
objectives. This integration can result in extensive proposed MPA systems that are ﬁnancially challenging to implement in a
real-world context with limited conservation funding (McCarthy et al., 2012). However, MPA systems composed of a mix of
management regimes (hereafter “MPA zones”) could help the feasibility of integrated planning by reducing opportunity and
management costs associated with no-take areas. Marine planning that accounts for variability in MPA zones to accommodate multiple sets of objectives could therefore provide planners and policy-makers with more ﬂexibility, higher social
acceptance, and a greater likelihood of implementation.
Here, we apply an MPA zoning approach to develop an integrated planning framework that links MPA design for different
sets of conservation objectives to implementation costs. We address four main aims:
1. To enhance the process of framing conservation objectives for representing biodiversity pattern, maintaining connectivity,
and strengthening resilience to global warming;
2. To assess the achievement of combined sets of conservation objectives by an existing system of MPAs with different zones,
intended to protect Brazilian coral reefs;
3. To design an expanded MPA system that allocates multiple zones to achieve three sets of objectives simultaneously as a
reﬁnement of the existing MPAs, while also testing the extent to which planning for single sets of objectives incidentally
achieves other sets not explicitly targeted;
4. To provide a method that assists planners to develop multi-objective MPA systems and demonstrate the value of developing integrated approaches from the outset of MPA planning.
We focus on coral reefs because they are ecosystems for which connectivity and resilience to global warming objectives
can be deﬁned in detail, and because of their heavy reliance on spatial management.

2. Methods
2.1. Conservation planning deﬁnitions
Conservation prioritisation involved several stages of analysis: assembling input data on biodiversity pattern, connectivity,
and global warming; formulating the respective objectives; undertaking a gap analysis; and application of conservation
planning software to develop scenarios. For these analyses, we resampled all features into 176 reef cells of 10  10 km that
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served as our planning units (the same resolution as that of our connectivity data, the coarsest-resolution dataset used in this
study; Appendix A). The planning-unit size reﬂected a good compromise between the available data and extent of the study
area. Table 1A deﬁnes key terms.

2.2. Conservation features
2.2.1. Biodiversity pattern
Biodiversity data comprised information on ecosystem types, functional biodiversity, and threatened and endemic fauna
(Table 1B).
The ecosystems were 23 non-overlapping spatial classes derived from high and very high spatial resolution (4e30 m)
satellite imagery (Appendix A1). By protecting examples of a full range of reef types, we assumed that our prioritisation would
include elements important for structuring biodiversity patterns over large geographic gradients. Spatial delineation of
ecosystems was constructed using boundaries of ecoregions, geomorphologic types (including ﬁne-scale features), bathymetry data, and tidal zone discrimination.
Data on functional biodiversity and threatened and endemic fauna were based on range distributions of 405 reef-ﬁsh
species. We chose reef-ﬁsh species as features because they play important roles in coral reef ecosystems through regulation of food webs and nutrient cycling (Mouillot et al., 2014), and represent the most studied marine group with consequent
relatively robust distribution data along the Brazilian coast (Vila-Nova et al., 2014). For each reef-ﬁsh species, we gathered
information on functional traits relevant to its habitat requirements and ecological vulnerability (Halpern and Floeter, 2008),
including: body size (maximum body length), maximum depth, and trophic category. We then mapped the range distribution
for each of the 79 functional ﬁsh groups deﬁned by unique combinations of traits, following Halpern and Floeter (2008). The
protection of the full range of functions performed by ﬁsh species is vital to ensure the long-term functioning of ecosystems
(Mouillot et al., 2014). Although delineation of functional diversity patterns might produce shortfalls in the representation of
any single species, we did not intend to perform an exhaustive species-based prioritisation here (see Klein et al., 2015 for an
example). Rather, we aimed to illustrate the potential of conservation planning to incorporate and develop objectives for
functional groups, given recent calls that MPA planning should pay serious attention to ongoing loss of functional roles
(Mouillot et al., 2014; D'agata et al., 2016).
To explicitly account for those species with greatest conservation need and to acknowledge the prominent role of
geographic range size in determining risk of extinction (Harnik et al., 2012), we also used modeled species distributions for
two groups of ﬁsh: 32 species listed as facing extinction risk according to the Brazilian government; and 47 endemic species
listed by Vila-Nova et al. (2014).
2.2.2. Connectivity
We used spatial data on demographically signiﬁcant dispersal links between reef cells to depict connectivity (Magris et al.,
2015b). Connectivity is deﬁned here as the likelihood that, for a particular species, larvae originating at a source coral reef are
capable of reaching neighboring reef cells. Connectivity was modeled considering the amount of coral reef in each cell and
bio-physical factors relevant to larval dispersal (e.g. oceanic currents and maximum pelagic larval duration). The model
accounted for four different species, which captured a range in dispersal potential: two with low dispersal abilities (i.e. a
brooder and a broadcast spawning coral) and two with high dispersal abilities (i.e. a snapper and a surgeonﬁsh). The resulting
asymmetric connectivity-probability matrices were used to produce spatially explicit metrics (i.e. outﬂux, betweenness
centrality, and local retention) for each species and each reef cell. Further details on the parameterization of larval dispersal
simulations can be found in Magris et al. (2015b).
For the two species representing low dispersal abilities (the brooder and the broadcast coral), we deﬁned conservation
features related to connectivity by stratifying our study area into three strata (i.e. northeastern, central, and southern coast).
This was because our previous study (Magris et al., 2015b) observed major breaks in the connectedness for those species and
we wanted to ensure sufﬁcient replication of important reefs for short-distance dispersers. By combining three connectivity
metrics for each of two strongly dispersing model species across the entire study area (6 features) and three metrics for each
of two species for three separate strata or subregions (18 features), we obtained 24 conservation features for connectivity
(Table 1B). Our connectivity features were related to replenishment of larvae, increased potential recovery, and capacity of
reefs to be self-sustaining, all known to address requirements for promoting population replacement.
2.2.3. Global warming
Although there is a vast suite of features relevant to improved coral reef resilience in times of global warming (McClanahan
et al., 2012), our targeted features focused on temperature variability to delineate thermal-stress regimes and determine areas
most likely to be resilient to disturbances induced by climate change (Magris et al., 2015a). By using measures of chronic and
acute thermal stress and combining historical and projected data sets (Table 1B), we mapped the exposure of Brazilian reefs to
nine thermal stress regimes identiﬁed across the study area that warranted conservation attention in conservation planning.
The chronic and acute measures of stress were based on rate of sea-surface temperature rise and degree heating weeks
(DHWs), respectively, and captured not only mortality levels of stress, but also sublethal effects that impair ecosystem
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function (e.g. capacity to grow, repair, or reproduce). The thermal stress regimes corresponded to six types of thermal refugia
(i.e. regimes containing varying levels of historically and/or future stable conditions but with limited bleaching stress levels;
regimes 1e6 in Fig. S5) and three types of regimes potentially impacted by thermal disturbance (i.e. regimes subjected to past
or future thermal disturbances and thus more likely to contain thermally tolerant species; regimes 7e9 in Fig. S5).
All the regimes were factored into our analysis of conservation priorities, speciﬁcally because they reﬂect the variability in
the mechanisms associated with avoidance of climate disturbances, mitigation of cumulative stresses, ability of individuals to
respond adaptively to thermal stress, and future resistance to warming (Magris et al., 2015a). Our thermal-stress regimes
were intended to aid the development of climatically representative system of MPAs.
2.3. MPA data
We focused on an MPA system spatially coinciding with coral reef ecosystems and containing two zones: (i) no-take (IUCN
categories I to IV); and (ii) multiple-use (IUCN categories V and VI). The existing no-take MPAs and multiple-use MPAs covered
nearly 32% and 37% of the coral reef area, respectively (Magris et al., 2013).
2.4. Formulation of conservation objectives
Rather than using uniform percentages as objectives, we reﬁned our conservation objectives to account for differences
between features in management requirements and vulnerability to threats. Table 2 summarises our objectives for groups of
conservation features within each set of objectives and the methods involved in their formulation.
2.4.1. Biodiversity pattern
Details about assignment of objectives to features comprising biodiversity pattern are in Appendix A4. A summary of the
approach follows.
Representation objectives for ecosystem types and functional groups ranged from 10 to 30% of their distributions,
depending on the spatial extent of each ecosystem within the study area and the combination of biological traits within each
functional group (Fig. 1). For ecosystem types, we set area-based objectives by linear interpolation, in which the maximum
Table 1
Terms and targeted features. Deﬁnitions of terms (A) and descriptions of conservation features (B).
A
Term

Deﬁnition

Targeted feature

Reef cells
MPA zones
Scenarios

Species, ecosystem types, or functional groups that indicate aspects of biodiversity pattern and process-related variables
related to connectivity and global warming
Quantitative statement of the minimum amount of a feature that needs to be conserved in a particular type of MPA; this term
is often referred as a target in the conservation planning literature, but avoids the confusion of “target” also being used to
refer to features that need conservation
A group of conservation objectives for features of a particular type; this study distinguished three types, related to
representation of biodiversity patterns, connectivity, and global warming
Square grid cells containing coral reefs that could be potentially be selected for protection (also referred to as planning units)
Types of MPA deﬁned by management intent and intended level of protection (e.g. no-take or multiple-use areas)
Systems of MPAs that achieve one or more sets of conservation objectives

B
Set of objectives

Targeted features

Conservation objective

Set of objectives

Biodiversity pattern

Connectivity

Global warming

⁃ Ecosystem types
⁃ Functional groups: groups of species that have the same functions in the ecosystem, providing similar ecosystem services,
and described by unique combinations of functional traits (i.e. maximum depth, maximum body size, and trophic category), all known to inﬂuence responses to threats and to inﬂuence conservation requirements
⁃ Endemic species: species with occurrence restricted to the Brazilian Province
⁃ Threatened species: species included within the Critically Endangered, Endangered, or Vulnerable categories in the National Red List
Combinations of four modeled species (i.e. two with low and two with high dispersal abilities) and three connectivity
metrics:
⁃ outﬂux - related to the source strength of a reef cell and its ability to sustain the populations of surrounding units through
its outgoing connections in larval supply
⁃ betweenness centrality - related to the ability of stepping-stone reef cells to control ﬂux of larvae, and help spread risk
against disturbances
⁃ local retention - associated with the degree to which a given reef cell is self-sustaining in larval supply
Thermal-stress regimes, which combine historical (1985e2009) and projected (2010e2099) variability in sea-surface
temperature and metrics of acute (i.e. bleaching/mortality level of heat stress) and chronic stress (impaired capacity to grow,
repair, or reproduce):
⁃ Thermal refugia regimes - reef cells facing the lowest chronic stress for both historical and projected conditions or the
lowest acute stress, considering either historical or projected anomalies, but still facing chronic warming
⁃ Disturbed regimes - reef cells currently facing either the highest chronic or acute stress, or projected to be exposed to the
highest level of acute stress
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Table 2
Summary of conservation objectives used for the gap analysis and development of scenarios. Our objectives were set as percentages of the extent of each
conservation feature. For each group of conservation features, the upper and lower boundaries of objectives and methods involved in their derivation are
given. N represents the number of conservation features in each group.
Set of objectives

Targeted features

Upper and lower boundaries of our conservation objectives

Method involved in formulation

Biodiversity
pattern

Ecosystem types
(N ¼ 23)

10-30% of each ecosystem type within MPAs; 3e10% of each
ecosystem type within no-take zones

Functional groups
(N ¼ 79)
Endemic species
(N ¼ 47)
Threatened species
(N ¼ 32)

11.3e27.8% of the spatial extent of each functional group
within MPAs; 4e9% within no-take zones
10-100% of species range within MPAs; 3e67% of species
range within no-take zones
30-100% of species range within MPAs; 10e67% of species
range within no-take zones

Source reefs (N ¼ 8)

80-90% of normalised values within no-take zones

Stepping stone
reefs (N ¼ 8)

50-90% of normalised values within no-take zones

Self-persistent reefs
(N ¼ 8)

70-90% of normalised values within no-take zones

Thermal refugia
reefs (N ¼ 6)

50-100% of total extent of reef cells assigned to all types of
thermal refugia regimes (see Fig. S5 for deﬁnitions) within
no-take zones
30% of total extent of reef cells assigned to thermallydisturbed regimes (see Fig. S5 for deﬁnitions) within
multiple-use zones

Linear interpolation between
maximum and minimum spatial
extents
Vulnerability of each functional trait to
threats
Linear interpolation between
maximum and minimum range sizes
Linear interpolation between
maximum and minimum range sizes,
complemented by conservation status
Amounts equal to the sum of values
across reef cells belonging to the top
tercile for outﬂux
Amounts equal to the sum of values
across reef cells belonging to the top
tercile for betweenness centrality
Amounts equal to the sum of values
across reef cells belonging to the top
tercile for local retention
Framework provided by Fig. 5 of Magris
et al. (2015a)

Connectivity

Global warming

Thermallydisturbed
reefs (N ¼ 3)

Framework provided by Fig. 5 of Magris
et al. (2015a)

objective corresponds to those ecosystems with the smallest extent and the minimum objective to those with largest extent.
For functional diversity, we scaled our objectives so that larger objectives were associated with biological traits that reﬂect
increased vulnerability and greater likelihood of population declines. For instance, functional groups comprised of largebodied and corallivorous ﬁsh species associated with shallow habitats are disproportionally more affected by reef degradation than others (Bellwood et al., 2004; Genner et al., 2010; Mouillot et al., 2014), and thus had larger objectives.
For threatened and endemic species, the objectives were inversely scaled with the species' range sizes and incremented
according to their conservation status (Guilhaumon et al., 2014; Venter et al., 2014). The representation objective for endemic
and non-threatened species was 30% of range for those with restricted distributions and 10% for widespread species, and
interpolated log-linearly for species with intermediate distributions. Objectives were then increased for threatened species,
interpolated according to distributions and status as above, and further incremented for species that were both endemic and
threatened (n ¼ 7). Critically endangered species had objectives of 100%, irrespective of range size.
Given the differential ecological effectiveness of different types of MPAs, we assigned a portion of our overall biodiversity
objectives to be met by no-take zones only (i.e. a zone-speciﬁc objective), the ecological beneﬁts of which have been already
well documented (Halpern and Warner, 2002; Harrison et al., 2012). A zone-speciﬁc objective was set as one third of the

Fig. 1. Formulation of conservation objectives for functional groups. Functional traits (body size, maximum depth, and trophic category) for 405 ﬁsh species were
summarized according to a gradient reﬂecting their vulnerability to threats (represented by shades of gray) with species that are larger, associated with shallower
habitats, and greater dependence on coral for food facing more threat and having more demanding objectives (dark gray). Examples of conservation objectives
(bottom row) are shown for the upper and lower boundaries as percentages of distributions (inner circles) e i.e. 11.3 and 27.8%, respectively. The proportions of
the objective required as no-take or multiple-use zones are illustrated by the outer circle: green indicates coverage required by no-take MPAs, i.e. e one third of
the overall objective, and orange the remaining objective, optionally required to be achieved by no-take or multiple-use. (For interpretation of the references to
colour in this ﬁgure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)
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overall objective within no-take zones for each ecosystem type, functional group, species that were both endemic and nonthreatened, and species that were both non-endemic and threatened. For species both threatened and endemic, the zonespeciﬁc objective was then increased to two thirds of the overall objective within no-take MPAs. The most demanding
zone-speciﬁc objective was assigned to critically endangered species with restricted ranges (100% of the overall objective
within no-take zones).
2.4.2. Connectivity
Similar to features for biodiversity pattern, we treated connectivity as a feature to be represented. We computed a cumulative distribution curve for the values of each connectivity feature and used the top one-third reef cells for each of the
three connectivity metrics to derive our objectives. The connectivity objectives were deﬁned by calculating the percentage
that top-ranked reef cells contributed to the total values of each metric. For example, the reef cells falling in the upper tercile
for the conservation feature deﬁned by the combination of surgeonﬁsh and betweenness centrality accounted for 60 percent
of the total value of that combination, and were likely the central priority areas for maintaining a connected MPA system for
that species. Thus, 60% became the objective for this feature (Appendix A4). Given uncertainties surrounding the effectiveness
of multiple-use areas in supporting connectivity through larval export to subsidize ﬁshed areas, we required our conservation
objectives for connectivity to be met only in no-take zones.
2.4.3. Global warming
Objectives for global warming speciﬁed amounts in both no-take and multiple-use zones following Magris et al. (2015a). In
this approach, zone-speciﬁc objectives were deﬁned considering historical or future ecosystem states of each of the nine
thermal-stress regimes. For instance, areas facing a low level of historical thermal stress or least affected by projected stress
are more likely to retain a naturally functioning ecosystem that brings beneﬁt or environmental services such as the
replenishment of local populations in the surroundings via larval dispersal. These areas therefore qualiﬁed for strict protection by no-take zones. Conversely, areas exposed to a certain level of thermal stress or projected to face stressful conditions
in the future might be degraded or contain disturbance-tolerant species only. These areas should be targeted for mitigation of
threats not related to global warming by management in multiple-use MPAs. Furthermore, the percentage objectives were
^te
^ and Darling, 2010; Selig et al.,
based on the relative importance of protecting sites under speciﬁc thermal-stress regimes (Co
2012; van Hooidonk et al., 2015). For historical and future thermal refugia, as an example, the conservation objective was 100%
coverage within no-take areas. The objectives were set as 100, 50, or 30% of coverage within a speciﬁc zone.
2.5. Gap analysis
We applied a gap analysis to assess how well the existing MPAs achieved objectives for biodiversity pattern, connectivity,
and global warming. Once we developed the feature-speciﬁc conservation objectives, we measured the extent to which each
feature was covered by both no-take and multiple-use MPAs zones and compared that amount with the respective objective.
We did this based on the spatial overlap (in %) of each reef cell within the study area with the boundaries of each MPA zone.
Levels of achievement were capped to a maximum value of 100%. For each group of features (biodiversity pattern, connectivity, global warming), we recorded the frequency distribution of achievement levels across features, then averaged the
achievement of objectives across features (Obja ):

Pi
Obja ¼



Pi
1…N Obi

N



 100

(1)

where Pi is the proportion of conservation objective Obi achieved for feature i, and N is the total number of conservation
features.
2.6. Costs
We estimated two sets of costs: one was a layer of cell-speciﬁc costs to be used in spatial prioritization, deﬁning the cost of
including each reef cell within an MPA; and the second was the conﬁguration-speciﬁc cost of implementing alternative MPA
systems, considering size and the conﬁguration of the MPAs. The second set of cost values could be derived only when the
conﬁguration of proposed MPAs was known.
To develop our layer of cell-speciﬁc costs, we ﬁrst deﬁned a coastal development index (Rowlands et al., 2012) as a proxy
for opportunity or management cost (Appendix A5). In the case of opportunity costs, the index was scaled to correlate with
ﬁshing pressure, reﬂecting the ﬁnding that opportunity costs are higher when MPAs are closer to coastal communities (Klein
et al., 2012; Mazor et al., 2014). In the case of management costs, the index was re-scaled to indicate the current proximity to
coastal infrastructure as a measure of impediments to conservation management. For example, if the objective was to select
MPAs while minimising the costs of enforcing and maintaining MPAs, then one suitable cost would be a measure of how
remote they were from urban areas. Although, in principle, proximity to the coast as a surrogate for opportunity cost and
distance from the coast as a surrogate for cell-speciﬁc management costs might tend to cancel one another out, there was one
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factor that called for the use of both estimates: different conversion factors were used to adjust both types of cost between notake and multiple-use zones.
Second, both measures of cell-speciﬁc costs needed to be adjusted between the different zones. To differentiate the cellspeciﬁc opportunity costs of no-take and multiple-use zones, we reviewed ﬁshery restrictions imposed by management plans
of existing MPAs containing coral reefs in Brazil. By using ﬁshery statistics from governmental reports, we then calculated the
relationship between the opportunity cost of multiple-use and no-take MPAs. On average, we found that the opportunity cost
of partial protection was 0.29 of that of no-take (a cost to all ﬁsheries) and used this number a multiplier for the cell-speciﬁc
cost related to forgone ﬁshing (Appendix A5). To differentiate the cell-speciﬁc management costs of no-take and multiple-use
zones, we extracted budget information from published management plans of existing MPAs in Brazil. On average, we found
that no-take zones were 2.3 times more costly, per unit area, to manage than multiple-use zones. This is because no-take
zones pose more restrictions, which result in higher levels of noncompliance with zoning regulations, and require more
enforcement by authorities (Gerhardinger et al., 2011). Thus, we used 2.3 as a multiplier for the estimate of the cell-speciﬁc
management cost of no-take zones.
The calculation of the total cost of MPA implementation was based on scenario outputs (see section below). The cellspeciﬁc component of total cost reﬂected the summed cost of reef cells selected by Marxan with Zones' best solution (i.e.
selected reef cells that meet the conservation objectives at the lowest cost). Estimates of conﬁguration-speciﬁc management
costs were based on linear models relating budgetary information on implementing existing MPAs to their areas, a major
driver of per-unit-area management costs (Gravestock et al., 2008; Ban et al., 2011). The annual conﬁguration-speciﬁc
management costs of MPA systems were therefore estimated from known costs of managing no-take and multiple-use
zones modiﬁed by sizes of individual MPAs identiﬁed for each zone (Appendix A7).
2.7. Conservation scenarios
We considered eight conservation scenarios to explore alternative MPA conﬁgurations: (i) expanded MPA systems that
complement the existing MPAs and achieve each set of objectives individually and all three simultaneously (N ¼ 4); and (ii)
MPA systems that ignore the existing MPAs, and achieve each set of objectives individually and all three simultaneously
(N ¼ 4). To generate these scenarios, we used Marxan with Zones (Watts et al., 2009), a conservation planning tool that allows
for zone-speciﬁc objectives (Appendix A6). Our formulation of zone-speciﬁc objectives meant that we did not need to
stipulate different levels of zone effectiveness as inputs for the software. Given that existing MPAs constrain the total coral
reef area available for further protection to fully achieve objectives in the expanded scenarios, we allowed existing multipleuse zones to be upgraded to no-take areas where necessary to ensure all objectives were achieved. Our goal was not to
support solutions for on-ground conservation, but to investigate potential implications of multiple objectives for coral reef
management in hypothetical MPA systems.
We calculated the total cell-speciﬁc and conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs for each scenario to test whether the
expansion of existing MPA systems would be more costly than designing MPA systems from scratch. For analyses focused on
biodiversity, connectivity, and global warming objectives separately, we measured the incidental achievement of all other
objectives. We used the same calculation of percentage achievement of objectives as in Eq. (1) for the gap analysis. We then
used ANOVA to evaluate differences in the incidental achievement of objectives for each paired comparison of sets of objectives for both expanded MPA systems and MPA systems designed from scratch.
To investigate spatial differences in the distribution of priority areas between scenarios designed to achieve all sets of
objectives, both considering and ignoring existing MPAs, we compared the selection frequencies from Marxan with Zones (i.e.
how often each reef cell was selected for an indicated zone) across 100 runs for each reef cell. We also evaluated how the
spatial reﬁnement of existing MPA systems could accommodate each set of objectives and all objectives together. In this
analysis, we did not incorporate any release of MPAs or increase in the extent of activities allowed (i.e. MPA downgrading).
Accounting for this aspect of MPA dynamics would require a more thorough understanding of the ecological effectiveness of
MPAs since their establishment.
2.8. Beneﬁt-cost ratios
Our ﬁnal aim was to estimate the beneﬁt-cost ratios of different conservation scenarios in relation to direct and incidental
beneﬁt of planning for each set of objectives separately and all combined as well as the additional cost required to achieve the
portions of objectives not met by existing MPAs.
We used the reef cells identiﬁed by Marxan with Zones' best solution and calculated the beneﬁt B of a given scenario as the
summed direct (for all features targeted) and incidental objective achievement (for all features not considered in that
scenario):

B ¼

i
X
1…N

Obi  Obi

ex

(2)
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where Obi is the incidental or direct achievement of the objective for each feature i and Obi ex is the current level of
achievement for feature i.
The total cell-speciﬁc cost, Oc , was obtained by summing the total cost for each zone and scenario as in the prioritisations.
The beneﬁt-cost ratio for cell-speciﬁc costs BO was the overall beneﬁt divided by the proportional increment or reduction in
the cell-speciﬁc cost for a given scenario in relation to existing MPA zones:

BO ¼

B
MO s=MO ex

(3)

where MO s is the total cell-speciﬁc cost for a given scenario and MO ex is the total cell-speciﬁc cost of existing MPAs.
The total conﬁguration-speciﬁc cost, Mc , was calculated as in the section above, and the total scenario beneﬁt-cost ratio for
conﬁguration-speciﬁc costs (BM) was the overall beneﬁt divided by the proportional increment or reduction in the annual
management costs in relation to existing MPA zones:

BM ¼

B
Mc s=MC ex

(4)

where Mc s is the total conﬁguration-speciﬁc cost for a given scenario and Mc ex is the total conﬁguration-speciﬁc cost of
existing MPAs.
All data analyses used R 3.1.3 statistical programming and ArcGIS 10.
3. Results
3.1. Gap analysis for existing MPAs
Achievement of objectives in existing MPAs varied strongly between the three sets of objectives (Fig. 2). For biodiversity
pattern, the achievement of objectives in MPAs averaged 24.8% (median 24%). Values were lower for connectivity and higher

Fig. 2. Percentages of objective achievement by existing MPAs for biodiversity pattern (green), connectivity (blue), and global warming (red). Violin graphs show
the density of features against percentage achievement (as an illustration of frequency distributions), and black dots display the means. (For interpretation of the
references to colour in this ﬁgure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)
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for global-warming objectives (means of 12.8% and 44% achieved, respectively). About 16% of biodiversity features (i.e. 29
features) met both their overall and zone-speciﬁc objectives in existing MPAs. Conversely, 77% of biodiversity features
achieved no overall or zone-speciﬁc objectives. Separating the results by subsets of biodiversity features (Appendix B),
ecosystems and threatened species had the best overall representation (means of 48 and 42%, respectively) despite species
under legal protection having more demanding objectives.
Connectivity (Fig. 2) was marked by a concentration of 18 out of 24 features with low achievement (less than 10%) of
objectives in existing MPAs and 65% maximum achievement. Betweenness centrality received the lowest level of protection
out of all three metrics, with about 2.5% achievement. The objectives of 12 connectivity features were completely missed.
For the nine global-warming features, the distribution of objective achievement was polarised, around either 0% or 100%
(Fig. 2). Out of all thermal refugia types, only one (historical thermal refugia projected to face increased stress in the future)
fell within existing no-take MPAs. All of the remaining thermal refugia were outside MPAs or were covered by multiple-use
zones that did not contribute to the achievement of objectives requiring coverage by no-take MPAs. On the other hand, reef
cells projected to face disturbances related to global warming and requiring mitigation interventions by multiple-use MPAs
largely occurred within established no-take MPAs, with their objectives being fully achieved.

3.2. Comparisons between scenarios
Managing the existing system of MPAs protecting coral reefs was estimated to cost around 3.9 million US$ per year (black
horizontal lines in Fig. 3AeD). The protection of larger coral reef areas in the expanded scenarios resulted in a slight increase
in total conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs for individual sets of objectives and a greater increase when all sets of
objectives were achieved together (an increase of US$ 0.76 million per year; Fig. 3D). In contrast, expanded scenarios resulted
in a strong increase in total cell-speciﬁc costs when compared to the costs of existing MPAs for all sets of objectives (increases
of up to seven-fold in costs when all objectives were achieved; Fig. 4AeD).
Although MPAs designed from scratch for connectivity and global warming objectives separately were much cheaper in
terms of conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs than the respective expanded scenarios (roughly 0.7 and 2.7 million US$
per year, respectively; Fig. 3BeC), the total conﬁguration-speciﬁc management cost of MPAs designed from scratch was more
than that of the expanded scenario when planning for biodiversity pattern (Fig. 3A). The reason for this increase was the
larger number of small MPAs, with higher per-unit-area management costs. This also inﬂuenced the result for planning to
achieve all objectives together: MPAs designed from scratch reduced conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs by only US$
0.3 million per year relative to the expanded scenario (Fig. 3D). For total cell-speciﬁc costs, MPAs designed from scratch
always reduced costs when compared to expanded MPA systems, regardless of the objectives targeted (Fig. 4AeD).
With regards to incidental achievement of objectives, expanding the existing MPA system for biodiversity pattern yielded
a signiﬁcantly greater incidental achievement of objectives for connectivity and global warming (p < 0.05), relative to existing
MPAs (Fig. 5A). Similarly, directing new MPAs from scratch toward biodiversity yielded signiﬁcantly greater levels of

Fig. 3. Conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs and beneﬁt-cost ratios for expanded MPAs and MPAs designed from scratch. Total costs are shown by gray bars.
Beneﬁt-cost ratios are shown by black markers linked by dotted lines. A: biodiversity pattern; B: connectivity; C: global warming; and D: all conservation
objectives. Black horizontal lines denote the estimated total cost of the existing MPA system. Estimates are in annual US$ and are based on regression analysis
described in Appendix A.
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Fig. 4. Total cell-speciﬁc costs and beneﬁt-cost ratios for expanded MPAs and MPAs designed from scratch. Total costs are shown by gray bars. Beneﬁt-cost ratios
are shown by black markers linked by dotted lines. A: biodiversity pattern; B: connectivity; C: global warming; and D: all conservation objectives. Black horizontal lines denote the estimated opportunity cost of the existing MPA system.

achievement for other sets of objectives in comparison to the existing level of achievement (Fig. 5A). Expanding the MPA
system for either connectivity (Fig. 5B) or global warming (Fig. 5C) signiﬁcantly improved achievement of objectives, relative
to existing MPAs, only for biodiversity pattern (p < 0.05). Likewise, designing MPAs from scratch for these same sets of
objectives enhanced incidental achievement of biodiversity objectives only, relative to existing MPAs (p < 0.05).
Some reef cells contributed similarly to achieving all objectives, regardless of their current protection status (e.g. cells in
light green within subregions “c” and “d” in Fig. 6AeB). However, we found that considering existing MPAs changed substantially the patterns of conservation importance. Overall solutions were more similar between expanded and MPAs
designed from scratch for multiple-use zones (Fig. 6B) than between their counterparts for no-take zones (Fig. 6A).
To achieve all objectives, an increase in the coral reef area within no-take zones and conversion of parts of multiple-use
zones to no-take zones were required in all expanded scenarios (Fig. 7). For biodiversity pattern, reﬁnements mainly included
additional protection of 20% of coral reefs by no-take zones, mostly by upgrading existing multiple-use zones. Achieving the
connectivity objectives required an increase in the area protected by additional no-take zones (about 13%) and the conversion
of a large coral reef area from multiple-use to no-take (about 30%). Among the three sets of objectives, global warming
required the smallest extent of additional MPAs (additional 6% of the total coral reef area to be protected, consisting of
increasing no-take zones by 2.4% and increasing multiple-use zones by 3.6%). Because existing MPAs contributed so little to
the achievement of objectives, an additional 27% of the total coral reef area needed protection by some type of MPA to achieve
all objectives together.
3.3. The value of integrated approaches from the outset of planning
As expected, designing new MPAs from scratch was always more cost-effective than expanded scenarios for all objectives
when using total cell-speciﬁc costs to calculate beneﬁt-cost ratios (Fig. 4). Indeed, MPAs designed from scratch outperformed
expanded MPA scenarios by requiring smaller coral reef areas and smaller total cell-speciﬁc costs to achieve all objectives
separately and simultaneously (Table 3). In contrast, based on conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs, expanded scenarios
proved to be slightly more cost-effective than systems designed from scratch in achieving objectives for biodiversity pattern
(Fig. 3A), and only slightly less cost-effective in achieving all sets of objectives together (Fig. 3D).
Finally, we compared the savings potential from integrated planning by assessing scenarios that combined all objectives
and the combined best solutions, not counting overlapping areas, for scenarios focusing on individual sets of objectives (Table
3). Integrated planning led to smaller total coral reef areas required and smaller total cell-speciﬁc costs, whether planning
from scratch or expanding existing MPAs. However, integrated planning required slightly more total conﬁguration-speciﬁc
management resources than planning for separate sets of objectives, whether from scratch or building on existing MPAs.
4. Discussion
Marine protected areas (MPAs) are a commonly applied management tool aimed at achieving long-term biodiversity goals
and managing extractive activities to minimise their impacts on biodiversity (Edgar et al., 2014). As MPA numbers and total
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Fig. 5. Actual objective achievement by existing MPAs and incidental achievement of conservation objectives in expanded MPAs and MPAs designed from scratch.
Mean objective achievements (and standard errors) are shown in each panel for each set of objectives (biodiversity pattern, connectivity, and global warming
illustrated by green, blue, and red colours, respectively) when planning for biodiversity pattern (A), connectivity (B), and global warming (C). *P < 0.05 for ANOVA
comparisons against existing MPAs. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this ﬁgure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)
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Fig. 6. Differences in selection frequencies of reef cells between scenarios when existing MPAs were considered (expanded MPAs) or ignored (MPAs designed
from scratch). The comparison is made for scenarios considering all objectives and results are shown for no-take zones (A) and multiple-use ones (B). Letters a-e
denote approximate locations of reef cells along the Brazilian coast in the inset map.
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Fig. 7. Spatial reﬁnements required to expand the existing MPA system to achieve each set of objectives separately and all together (in terms of total coral reef
area). Reﬁnements include additional area allocated to new no-take and multiple-use zones and areas of existing multiple-use zones upgraded to no-take zones.

extent increase globally, there is a need for methods that enable an assessment of their protection levels against multiple
objectives, particularly with respect to processes such as connectivity and global warming (Magris et al., 2014). We addressed
this gap by presenting an MPA zoning approach for integrating biodiversity pattern, connectivity, and global warming into the
reﬁnement of an existing MPA system intended to protect coral reefs in Brazil. While current MPA design studies using
different conservation zones have explored tradeoffs between conservation objectives and socioeconomic impacts in coral
reef areas (e.g. Weeks et al., 2010; Makino et al., 2013), our study explores the consequences of any set of objectives not being
directly addressed and relying on incidental achievement, and the additional implementation costs of prioritisations that
address sets of objectives individually rather than in an integrated way. We found that a large expansion of MPAs is required
for optimal zoning of the Brazilian coral reefs, but integration of multiple objectives did not necessarily result in a substantial
increase in conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs. However, we also demonstrated the value of integrating multiple
conservation objectives from the outset of MPA planning. Integrative approaches would avert an unbalanced achievement of
objectives, thereby improving conservation outcomes, reducing the total area requiring protection, and reducing total
implementation costs, resulting in a more cost-effective MPA system than progressive expansion of the established MPA
system to achieve missing objectives.
Accounting for multiple objectives in conservation planning has recently emerged as an important theme. While Green
et al. (2014) proposed general qualitative guidelines for the achievement of multiple objectives, Beger et al. (2015) ﬁrst
quantiﬁed the co-beneﬁts of planning for multiple objectives in the Coral Triangle. Our study built on this previous work by
focusing on deﬁning objectives that provide adequate levels of protection to conservation features (Pressey et al., 2003),
considering multiple management types in a multi-objective prioritisation, and estimating the relative conﬁguration-speciﬁc
management costs of alternative scenarios. We have also demonstrated that taking a more comprehensive view of all
biodiversity components alters the inferences from gaps assessed only with biodiversity pattern and assuming uniform levels
of protection.
We showed that, while the national system of MPAs in Brazil provides sufﬁcient protection for some biodiversity features
related to coral reefs, these MPAs failed substantially in meeting objectives for functional diversity, thermal refugia, and
connectivity features. This problem might have arisen from contemporary conservation efforts in Brazil being primarily
directed towards preventing species from becoming threatened or representing broad ecosystems (Amaral and Jablonski,
2005), with limited information on many important ecological and threatening processes of conservation interest. Also,
this result can be attributed to the ad hoc manner in which MPAs have been historically added to the system, without taking
into account emergent properties of the system as a whole, such as complementarity and connectivity between individual
MPAs. The importance of incremental MPA reﬁnement is recognised within adaptive management (McCook et al., 2010). Thus
we emphasise the need for reconciling multiple objectives when systematically designing new MPAs as a strategy for
increasing the likelihood that biodiversity patterns persist.
A limitation of our research and similar studies in the marine planning literature is that, to date, they have been largely
focused on opportunity costs for ﬁsheries (Ban and Klein, 2009). In reality, the potential costs of protected areas should be
more comprehensive, considering other key stakeholder groups (Adams et al., 2010) and aiming for a more equitable distribution of costs (Gurney et al., 2015). This challenge is magniﬁed when opportunity costs for more than one type of MPA
zone are required (Makino et al., 2013; Metcalfe et al., 2015); thus, cost predictions in expanding the Brazilian MPA system
should include the relative impacts of different zones on extractive activities as socio-economic information is gathered, to
ensure that priority areas identiﬁed are as cost-effective as possible. Moreover, although our model of management costs is
based on the reasonable assumption that proposed MPA size is a consistently good predictor of management cost per unit
area (Ban et al., 2011), our statistical linear model did not capture any polynomial relationship between per-unit-area
management cost and MPA size. Our research could then be extended to consider nonlinearities in this relationship.
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Table 3
Total coral reef area and total costs required for scenarios. Total costs are shown in terms of cell-speciﬁc costs (opportunity and management) and
conﬁguration-speciﬁc management costs. Estimates are shown for planning that considered all conservation objectives separately (minus their overlapping
areas) (A), and integrated planning that combined all objectives (B).
Separate scenarios

Coral reef area (% of total)

A) Sum of all separate conservation objectives
MPAs designed from scratch
69.86
Expanded MPAs
97.68
B) Integrated conservation objectives
MPAs designed from scratch
63.42
Expanded MPAs
94.43

Cell-speciﬁc costs (unitless)

Conﬁguration-speciﬁc management
cost (US$ millions year1)

189.28
320.9

$4,336,834.14
$4,141,625.05

129.53
170.74

$4,399,553.60
$4,697,914.90

Based on our results, a systematic expansion of existing MPAs should strive to incorporate competing planning objectives,
rather than mirroring contemporary conservation efforts, often based on the opportunistic placement of MPAs. Our case
study illustrated that the total areal extent and total cell-speciﬁc costs of new MPAs needed to attain all conservation objectives can be much larger than an optimal siting of MPAs designed from scratch. Other researchers have also reached this
conclusion (Malcolm et al., 2011). However, the replacement of inefﬁcient MPA systems based only on how they contribute to
objectives is difﬁcult in practice (Fuller et al., 2010), and could be used, not only to achieve beneﬁts for biodiversity, but also to
weaken protected areas and facilitate extraction of natural resources (Mascia and Pailler, 2011). In practice, MPA designers are
better off adopting guidelines of adaptive spatial planning for improved resource-use zoning (Mills et al., 2015), optimal
scheduling of conservation actions, and adjusted investments in ongoing MPA management in relation to budgetary
constraints.
Our results also demonstrated that spatial overlap between sets of conservation objectives is variable and limited. This
means that, as more objectives are added to MPA planning, the required areas and total resources required for protection will
inevitably increase (and see Pressey et al., 2003). On the other side, the mission of protected areas has rapidly expanded from
single-objective settings to new and increasingly diverse focal objectives added to the pre-existing ones (Watson et al., 2014).
For instance, recent research efforts have recommended that, speciﬁcally for coral reefs, expansion of MPA coverage should go
beyond the focus on protecting healthy ecosystems to also incorporate restoration of degraded areas (Abelson et al., 2016) or
improve human welfare (Jupiter et al., 2014). Our work demonstrated some implications when operationalising the plurality
of objectives: the integration of multiple objectives in the initial stages of MPA planning would serve as a cost-saving
approach, compared with iterative reﬁnements of selected MPAs required by additional objectives.
We recognise that MPA expansion and zoning are among several tools that might be used by managers to realise conservation objectives and reduce potential conﬂict. Further investigations of the synergies and trade-offs between different
management tools (i.e. ﬁshing restrictions, catchment-based management) are required. Moreover, the interactions among
objectives might change over time, given the temporal dimension of MPA effectiveness when evaluated against multiple
objectives. Additional guidance is needed to incorporate potential signiﬁcant interactions of climate change on connectivity
(e.g. Andrello et al., 2015) and biodiversity, and to tailor more informed conservation plans.
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