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Ecological Corridors (ECs) are proposed as cost-effective solutions to improve ecological connectivity 
in fragmented landscapes. Planning the implementation of ECs must take into account landscape 
features as they affect the viability of the endeavor and the ECs associated costs. A novel set of 
geoprocessing tools were used to assess (i) economic viability; (ii) socioeconomic cost-effectiveness; 
and (iii) to determine priority targets for ECs establishment in a highly fragmented region of Atlantic 
Forest. Landscape features (e.g. size, edge density, number of patches), land use and cover, and 
Enhanced Vegetation Index data were obtained from remote sensing. Composition and configuration 
landscape metrics were estimated by geostatistical methods. Study area was represented by 35,344 
forest fragments, of which 94% were composed of fragments smaller than 10 hectares in size, 
leading to a landscape characterized by low connectivity. We identified 13 priority fragments for 
protection and propose five ecological corridors. These five ECs connect six priority fragments, with 
a total of 283.93 ha of area to restore, on an estimated cost of nearly US$550.000,00. Conserving 
the biodiversity of one of the most threatened and fragmented tropical rainforest regions could be 
promoted at modest costs, through the protection of key fragments and their reconnection in the 
landscape.
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Human population growth increases the demand for food production, which drives agricultural expansion. 
This results in habitat loss and fragmentation, posing a severe threat to biodiversity and ecosystem functioning1. 
Although some species may be resilient to habitat fragmentation due to their ecological characteristics and 
adaptability, others are more severely affected. The effects of fragmentation can vary widely among species, but 
in general it creates barriers to species dispersal, reduces gene flow and genetic diversity, and ultimately leads to 
local extinctions2,3.

In order to mitigate these losses, ecological corridors (ECs) have emerged as a solution to connect fragmented 
habitats and enhance regional natural networks4. ECs are defined as strips of native vegetation that connect 
isolated habitat fragments resulting from human activity. They facilitate individual dispersal, genetic flow, and 
the maintenance of ecosystem functions, thereby serving as a viable approach to conserving biodiversity by 
linking fragmented ecosystems5. These corridors are clearly defined geographical areas that are managed over 
time to ensure or restore ecological connectivity. They are often referred to by terms such as `linkages`, `safe 
passages`, or `permeability areas`6.

In formulating conservation decisions pertaining to the establishment of protected areas and the 
implementation of ecological corridors, it is imperative to consider the influence of landscape features on 
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ecological processes and species distribution7. Factors such as landscape connectivity, forest cover, and 
vegetation health play a crucial role in regulating biological flow, including colonization and recolonization 
dynamics8. Additionally, aligning these decisions with the goals of the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration can 
further enhance the effectiveness of conservation strategies by promoting global efforts to restore and maintain 
critical ecological functions and connectivity9. Least-Cost Path analysis (LCP) is a useful tool to plan viable and 
cost-effective ECs, as it determines the optimal path connecting two patches within a cost surface, considering 
various criteria such as distance, and matrix resistance10. In recent years, ecosystem restoration has become a 
global priority for mitigating biodiversity loss and reversing degradation11. The strategic placement of evidence-
based ECs that connect key forest fragments in landscapes can effectively increase connectivity and ensure the 
dispersal and gene flow of species.

In Brazil, a number of connectivity initiatives, including corridors of varying scales, have been proposed12. 
Nevertheless, there are still some crucial areas for biodiversity conservation that lack proposals based on 
scientific evidence. This study represents a data-driven scientific effort aimed at conserving the northeastern 
Atlantic Forest of Brazil, specifically the Pernambuco Endemism Center (PEC), which is the epitome of tropical 
forest fragmentation worldwide13. In the PEC, only 12.2% of the original forest cover remains, existing as 
small fragments within a matrix dominated by livestock farming and sugarcane cultivation14. This fragmented 
landscape is the result of successive colonization cycles for the extraction of Pau-Brasil (Paubrasilia schinata), 
as well as extensive sugarcane plantations for the production of sugar and fuel alcohol15. As a consequence, 
the biodiversity in the PEC remains significantly endangered, necessitating immediate mitigation measures to 
ensure the protection of the region’s diverse and endemic flora and fauna14,15.

In this context, the overarching objective of this study is to develop a comprehensive framework for prioritizing 
and connecting forest patches within the PEC of the Brazilian Atlantic Forest. This will be achieved by (i) 
analyzing the landscape composition, (ii) defining priority forest patches for conservation using an integrative 
multi-criteria approach, (iii) proposing ecological corridors (ECs) to connect the selected forest patches, and (iv) 
estimating the financial cost for implementing these ECs through forest restoration. The inclusion of financial 
cost estimation for implementing ecological corridors through forest restoration introduces a valuable and 
relatively novel aspect to this study. While most research emphasizes ecological and spatial analyses, this study 
also addresses the economic feasibility of corridor implementation, which is crucial for the practical application of 
conservation strategies. This financial assessment enhances the comprehensiveness of the approach, positioning 
this study as a significant contribution to conservation planning in the Brazilian Atlantic Forest.

Results
Landscape ecology analysis
Fourteen different types of land use and land cover were found covering the Atlantic Forest of Alagoas, mostly 
represented by non-native classes of the landscape, such as Pasture (39%), Sugarcane (25%), Mosaic of Agriculture 
and Pasture (10%), Other Temporary Crops (8%) and Urban Infrastructure (2%), derived from human presence. 
Nevertheless, other types of native land cover were found, including Forest (13%), River and Lake (2%), Savanna 
Formation (1%) and Mangrove, Beach and Dune and other natural vegetation types with less than 1% (Table 
S1). For enhanced visual representation, just the principal categories of utilization were elucidated in Fig. 1b.

A total of 35,344 forest fragments covering an area of approximately 185,000 hectares were identified. Small 
fragments (< 10 hectares) dominated the distribution, comprising 94% (33,262 fragments) of the total count. 
In contrast, medium-sized fragments (10–50 hectares) and large fragments (> 50 hectares) constituted only 3% 
(1,542 fragments) and 1.5% (540 fragments) of the total, respectively. The smaller fragments exhibited higher 
Total Edge (TE) and Edge Density (ED) values, indicating a greater susceptibility to edge effects in comparison 
to the medium and larger fragments. Regarding core metrics, large fragments had the highest Total Core Area 
(TCA) and Total Core Area Index (TCAI) values, while small fragments showed higher Core Area Density 
(CAD) values (Table 1). When considering a minimal edge effect buffer of only 50 m, 82% (29,048) of the total 
fragments in the landscape disappeared, indicating that these fragments lacked a minimum central area and 
were affected by edge effects throughout their entirety.

The Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI) revealed that most of the total forest fragments analyzed (14,471 
fragments) are in the medium category (EVI – 0.23 to 0.30) 49.07% (or 7,101). The analysis also showed low 
EVI values (categories very low and low: -1 to 0.22) for 21.02% (or 3,043) of the fragments and a slightly higher 
amount in the high and very high categories (EVI 0.31 to 1) comprising 29.90% of these fragments (or 4,327) 
(Fig. 2a). These results indicate that 79% of the vegetation is considered healthy, which this condition varies 
between 0.2 and 0.816. The best fragments are spatially distributed in the northern quadrant (Fig.  2a). The 
Probability of Connectivity (PC), however, revealed of the total forest fragments analyzed (39,882 fragments) 
that the functional connectivity of the studied landscape is quite low, with the vast majority of forest fragments 
(> 99.44%) presenting very low (PC 0–0,001) PC values represented by the first category analyzed. Subsequent 
categories showed higher PC values and covered, respectively 150 (low – PC 0,001 − 0,003), 53 (medium – PC 
0,003 − 0,034), 13 (high – PC 0,034 − 0,071) and 4 (very high – PC 0,071 − 0,352) forest fragments (Fig. 2b). The 
largest forest fragments showed the highest PC values.

Proposals for conserving priority forest fragments
By employing a multi-criteria approach that integrates EVI and PC, with the addition of fragment size data as a 
final filter, we were able to identify 13 potentially crucial forest fragments (Fig. 3a). These fragments ranged in 
size from 1,518.0 to 11,691.2 hectares, collectively covering 42,828.34 hectares or approximately 20% of the total 
area of all forest remnants in the analyzed landscape (Table S2). While these fragments were generally spatially 
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dispersed across the landscape, there was a noticeable clustering closer to the coast and in the northern quadrant 
(Fig. 3a).

Proposals for ecological corridors and forest restoration
The ecological corridors (ECs) aimed to connect priority forest fragments through LCP based using two 
different approaches, using the Spatial Analyst and the Linkage Mapper tools. The longitudinal direction was 
predetermined due to the greater heterogeneity of vegetation along the coast than in the latitudinal direction. 
Both approaches resulted in practically the same paths, but the second was more than 5,000 km away compared 
to the first, and included three more possible paths to connect some fragments at more than one point (Fig. 3b 

Index

Size classes

Small (< 10 ha) Medium (10–50 ha) Large (> 50 ha)

CA (ha) 30,855.60 33,531.00 121,269.00

TE (ha) 12,697,100.00 5,445,790.00 10,654,100.00

ED (m.ha− 1) 411.50 162.41 87.86

NP (Dimensionless) 33,262 1,542 540

AREA MN (ha) 0.93 21.75 224.57

TCA (ha) 2,101.43 11,567.33 73,730.38

TCAI (%) 1.13 6.23 39.71

CAD (ha) 0.022 0.008 0.002

Table 1. Landscape metrics from the study area, considering size classes of the forest fragments. AREA 
MN = Mean patch area; CA = class area; CAD = core area density; ED = edge density; NP = number of patches; 
TCA = total core area; TCAI = total core area index and TE = total edge.

 

Fig. 1. Location map of (a) study area that refers to the Alagoas state - Brazil, specifying (b) land use and land 
cover and (c) forest and non-forest fragments.
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and c). Therefore, using parsimony, we defined that planning would follow the first approach which identified 
five corridors linked six forest fragments one by one crossing, spanning 54.1 km and 527.72 ha in total (Fig. 3b; 
Table 2).

Then the defined corridors were set width of 100 m, varying in length from 6.7 to 16.9 km and covering areas 
from 65.09 to 164.65 ha (Fig. 3b; Table 2).

These corridors faced land use and cover restrictions, leading to the definition of five classes (Table  2). 
‘Natural vegetation’ was predominant, covering 243.61 hectares (46.17%), followed by ‘pasture’ at 122.85 hectares 
(23.29%). ‘Mosaic agriculture and crops’ and ‘sugarcane’ classes occupied 109.28 hectares (20.72%) and 47.7 
hectares (9.05%), respectively. The ‘urban’ class, representing high implementation costs, appeared in only two 
ECs (I and V), totaling 4.1 hectares (0.77%) (Table 2).

The total area designated for restoration within the ECs was 283.93 hectares, excluding ‘natural vegetation.’ 
Restoration areas ranged from 25.71 to 115.30 hectares among ECs (Table 2). Restoration costs were calculated 
based on the opportunity cost of three prevalent classes found in all ECs: ‘pasture,’ ‘sugarcane,’ and ‘Mosaic of 
Agriculture and Pasture,’ which collectively accounted for 279.83 hectares, constituting over 98% of the total 
restoration area within ECs. The remaining 2% corresponded to ‘urban’ areas, not requiring expropriation.

The total cost of forest restoration amounted to approximately US$547,683.80, approximately US$1,928.94 per 
hectare. ‘Mosaic agriculture and crops’ restoration costs exceeded those of ‘sugarcane’ and ‘pasture,’ amounting 
to US$244,268.42, US$167,218.39, and US$136,721.48, respectively (Table 2). EC II was the corridor with the 
most financially viable characteristics, exhibiting a relatively small area. Conversely, EC I incurred the highest 
expenses, due to its higher proportion of pasture and agriculture mosaic areas (Table 2). Permanent Preservation 
Areas (PPAs) and Legal Reserves (LRs) collectively covered 151.59 hectares within all ECs, corresponding to 
62.22% of the natural vegetation in these corridors. PPAs and LRs ranged from 1.01 to 34.05 hectares and from 
2.64 to 33.82 hectares within the ECs, respectively (Table S4). Among the ECs, EC II contained the largest 
contribution of the ‘natural vegetation’ class, amounting to 29.15 hectares. ‘Natural vegetation’ predominated 
within PPAs and LRs, occupying 124.74 hectares, equivalent to 82.28% of the total area of PPAs and LRs. The 
classes ‘pasture,’ ‘sugarcane,’ and ‘Mosaic agriculture and crops’ were deemed unsuitable within PPAs and LRs, 
totaling 26.83 hectares (Table S3).

Fig. 2. (a) Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI) and (b) Importance of forest fragments for overall landscape 
functional connectivity measured by Probability of Connectivity (PC).
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Discussion
The landscape analysis reveals extensive fragmentation in the Atlantic Forest, particularly in the PEC 
biogeographic region17. Small fragments (< 10 ha) significantly outnumber medium and large ones (> 10 ha), 
indicating severe fragmentation. This disrupts landscape structure and adversely affects ecosystem services. 
However, small fragments can connect larger remnants, facilitating species movement18. Due to increased edge 
effects from habitat loss, smaller fragments inherently support lower species diversity, favoring generalist species 
and isolating wildlife19. Moreover, smaller and medium-sized fragments exhibit lower mean patch area (AREA 
MN) values, while total edge (TE) and edge density (ED) are higher in smaller fragments. The surrounding 
matrix, mainly composed of pasture and sugarcane (Table S1), exacerbates edge effects, disproportionately 
impacting smaller fragments20.

Higher total core area (TCA) and Total Core Area Index (TCAI) values are observed in the largest fragments 
(Table 1). A significant number of fragments (29,048) disappear when considering the core area, as they are 
too small to withstand edge effects. Core Area Density (CAD) shows higher values in the smallest size classes 
(Table 1). The reduction in fragment area due to edge effects leads to lower CAD values20, compromising habitat 
quality.

The Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI) indicates good landscape quality, likely due to the resilience of forest 
fragments, even smaller ones. However, the Probability of Connectivity (PC) reveals extremely low functional 
connectivity, primarily limited to large fragments. These metrics assess the importance of habitat patches for 
both availability and connectivity21. Increased distances between fragments correlate with reduced structural 
connectivity, which limits fauna movement and decreases functional connectivity, particularly for species 
dependent on forest habitats22. Structural connectivity refers to the physical configuration of the landscape, 
such as fragment distance, while functional connectivity focuses on how species interact with the landscape 
and their ability to traverse various matrix types23. The composition of the matrix between fragments further 
restricts fauna movement, leading to competition within low-quality patches24,25. Our approach, using the PC 
metric, emphasizes functional connectivity, which is critical for understanding species navigation in fragmented 
landscapes. However, this method has limitations, as it assumes species movement and matrix permeability that 
may not fully reflect real-world interactions.

Criteria for prioritizing biodiversity conservation and habitat restoration areas vary but depend on the 
landscape context26. Ecological dynamics at this scale influence processes in restored areas27. Metapopulation 

Fig. 3. Identification of priority forest fragments (a) ecological corridors using continuous surface (b) and 
ecological corridors using resistance surface (c) to connect major forest patches in Alagoas, Northeast Brazil.
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theory predicts higher colonization in well-connected patches and higher local extinction in small, low-quality 
ones28. Ideally, protected areas should be large, high-quality, and well-connected, as shown in this study. In 
highly fragmented areas like the PEC, larger fragments should be prioritized, given the severe habitat loss and 
disconnection17,29.

Many studies have already demonstrated the positive influence of the size of fragments on the abundance 
and diversity of vertebrates in the Atlantic Forest, such as mammals30, birds31 and reptiles32. This study offers 
an integrative approach to prioritize conservation areas, especially effective when conserving multiple species 
with varying habitat needs33. In heavily impacted landscapes like the PEC, effective conservation tools require 
ecological attributes like habitat connectivity, vegetation quality, and forest cover, emphasizing the importance 
of ecological networks such as ecological corridors14.

Conservation efforts should prioritize both fragmented and degraded forests while ensuring the protection of 
non-degraded forests. Priority fragments often lie within pasture and sugarcane matrices, facing threats such as 
land speculation, hunting, logging, and sugarcane burning. Some of these fragments overlap with conservation 
units, underscoring the importance of protected areas like the Murici Environmental Protection Area and the 
Pedra Talhada Biological Reserve. Protecting and expanding these areas is crucial for biodiversity conservation.

The proposed EC system connects six priority fragments through five sections with lower resistance costs, 
prioritizing larger fragments (Fig. 2b). Our study assesses landscape ecology, identifies priority fragments, defines 
ECs, and estimates restoration costs. These ECs form a significant corridor crossing the Atlantic Forest of Alagoas 
state, a novel approach in the PEC region of Brazil, known for its unique and highly threatened biodiversity. 
Fragment size and landscape connectivity significantly influence species richness and abundance22,30, making 
ECs crucial for mitigating habitat fragmentation effects and conserving biodiversity30.

Determining the best path between priority forest fragments aids in estimating wildlife distribution and 
land use34. “Natural vegetation” is the most suitable land cover for EC implementation, dominating all planned 
ECs and representing the original species habitat. Building ECs requires an understanding of the landscape’s 
biophysical structure and essential factors contributing to the proposed corridor’s quality and function. 
Integrating ecological attributes, such as habitat connectivity, vegetation quality, and forest cover, is crucial for 
long-term species persistence in the face of climate change and human activities35.

We utilized two different approaches which has as base LCP modeling in this study to propose corridors 
based on land use classes, road presence, PPAs, LRs, and the largest fragments in the region, prioritizing variables 
directing corridor paths36. Land use conflicts predominantly result from improper land use, indicating non-

Land use and cover classes % ha US$

Corridor I – 16.9 km

Pasture 35 58.06 60.785,16

Sugarcane 3 4.77 18.089,83

Mosaic agriculture and crops 32 51.99 112.282,13

Urban 0 0.48

Natural vegetation 30 49.35

Corridor II – 6.7 km

Pasture 25 16.26 19.010,24

Sugarcane 1 0.50 4.366,90

Mosaic agriculture and crops 14 8.95 19.185,09

Natural vegetation 60 39.20 21.614,07

Corridor III – 13.9 km

Pasture 15 20.35 23.097,79

Sugarcane 11 15.15 51.449,07

Mosaic agriculture and crops 20 26.57 58.732,36

Natural vegetation 54 73.91

Corridor IV – 7.1 km

Pasture 12 8.59 11.344,85

Sugarcane 15 10.62 36.890,56

Mosaic agriculture and crops 28 10.98 25.890,47

Natural vegetation 57 39.64

Corridor V – 9.5 km

Pasture 21 19.59 22.338,25

Sugarcane 18 16.66 56.301,91

Mosaic agriculture and crops 12 10.79 25.490,21

Urban 4 3.62

Natural vegetation 45 41.51

Table 2. Classification of land use and cover (% and ha), length (km) and estimated value for forest restoration 
(US$) for each ecological corridor established in the study area.
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compliance with environmental legislation (Brazilian Forest Code - Law nº 12.651/2012) related to PPAs and 
RLs. Estimated restoration costs, at US$1,928.94 per hectare for ten years, align with Atlantic Forest estimates 
(US$2,102.83 per hectare; 37). EC II stands out for potential implementation due to its high suitability, minimal 
land use conflicts, including LR areas, and connectivity between the two largest fragments in the area.

Prioritizing forest restoration is crucial for environmental resilience, and rural landowners should explore 
revenue sources like timber and non-timber forest products or payments for environmental services, recently 
regulated in Brazil (Law nº 14.119/2021). Additionally, environmental education programs targeting the local 
population are vital for successful conservation and restoration efforts38. For conservation purposes, forest area, 
fragment size, and connectivity are vital metrics for assessing animal population viability. Our findings align 
with previous recent studies and raise concerns about the persistence and viability of various species in the 
evaluated landscape due to the small size and isolation of most fragments14. In Alagoas state’s PEC, 41% of 
fragments are at least 3 km2 (300 ha) in size, with an average distance of 3.6 km between the nearest fragments, 
and about a quarter of forest fragments are isolated within a 6 km radius14.

The majority of forest remnants are too small to support long-term viable populations of medium-large or 
forest-dependent fauna. Small mammals face a particularly challenging situation, as they require a minimum of 
13 km2 (1,300 ha) for marsupials and 25 km2 (2,500 ha) for rodents to ensure demographic and genetic viability39. 
For forest-dependent species or those unable to cross the altered matrix surrounding the fragments, each forest 
fragment operates as an isolated island, forcing species to venture into sugarcane and pasture to survive in 
the predominant landscape matrices. The proposed ecological corridor is expected to mitigate landscape 
fragmentation, potentially restoring connectivity5, reducing extinctions40, and maintaining biodiversity41, based 
on studies demonstrating the effectiveness of this strategy.

This framework is widely applicable for selecting areas and defining corridors. Establishing forest corridors 
at reasonable costs safeguards most vertebrate species. These areas involve both small-scale producers and 
large-scale sugarcane mills, where the implementation costs are minimal relative to the substantial profits 
generated by these mills42. Additionally, these costs are negligible compared to the budgets of environmental 
agencies43–45. Given the size of the corridors, the economic impact on productivity is minimal, including for 
small-scale landowners. On the other hand, the potential benefits are substantial, as the corridors aid in legal 
compliance and offer opportunities for compensation programs and financial incentives. Additionally, they 
provide long-term economic benefits by maintaining ecosystem services and environmental health. Both 
private and public initiatives should contribute to this effort. Brazil’s commitment to global agreements supports 
large-scale restoration within existing national policies and promotes carbon credit production in the Atlantic 
Forest ecosystem, effectively integrating environmental preservation, climate change mitigation, and economic 
development.

It is important to note that this study is not without limitations, which should be taken into account when 
interpreting the findings. The absence of a resistance matrix in our connectivity analysis may have resulted in a 
simplification of habitat complexities, particularly for species with varied habitat requirements. The adoption of 
a fixed 0.05 displacement capability was intended to facilitate the description of hypotheses regarding migration 
connectivity or seasonal dispersal. However, the use of alternative displacement values may result in disparate 
interpretations, as would the application of distinct weighting values to the resistance surface46,47. These 
factors present significant challenges in developing solutions that can be applied to a diverse range of species. 
Additionally, the economic assessments did not incorporate inflationary adjustments, which could potentially 
impact the precision of cost projections for corridor implementations. These elements are vital for enhancing 
future conservation strategies in this highly fragmented landscape.

Conclusion
This study highlights the extensive fragmentation of the Atlantic Forest, particularly in the PEC biogeographic 
region, and underscores the importance of large, well-connected forest fragments for biodiversity conservation. 
In this sense, the proposed ecological corridors offer a practical solution to mitigate fragmentation by increasing 
connectivity and supporting species movement. Prioritizing the restoration of these corridors, especially in 
regions dominated by pasture and sugar cane, is critical for maintaining biodiversity and ecosystem services. 
The results underscore the need for coordinated conservation efforts that integrate ecological connectivity, forest 
cover, and landscape quality to ensure the long-term viability of species and habitats in the face of ongoing 
environmental challenges.

Methods
Study area
The northeastern Atlantic Forest of Brazil, also called Pernambuco Endemism Center (PEC) is the global 
tropical forest experiencing both the highest fragmentation levels and extinction rates13. This region is the 
most devastated within the Atlantic Forest ecosystem, with high levels of endemic species at extinction risk14. 
It represents a conservation hotspot within this ecosystem, which has been considered the hottest of the global 
priority regions for conservation efforts48 and Alagoas state presents the greatest native forest remnants persisting 
in the landscape14. Currently, Alagoas retains about 9.4% of its original Atlantic Forest cover, comprising diverse 
ecosystems, including ombrophylous and semi-deciduous forests, mangroves, wetlands, and restingas, which 
is limited to the eastern portion of the state, along the coast (Fig. 1a). The area experiences a tropical monsoon 
(Am) and tropical dry savanna (As) climate according to the Köppen classification, marked by seasonality in 
rainfall, minimal temperature variation, and a driest month with less than 60 mm of rainfall49. Altitude ranges 
from 7 to 488 m, with an average temperature of 24.9 °C and average annual precipitation of 114.3 mm, peaking 
between March and August at around 173.1 mm49.
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Landscape ecology analysis
Step 1. Spatial database and land use and cover map
Data analysis was conducted using ArcGIS 10.5 software with the Universal Transverse Mercator projection 
(Zone 24 South, datum SIRGAS 2000). Land use and cover data were obtained from MapBiomas collection 5.0 
(http://mapbiomas.org) for the year 2019, derived from LandSat images via Google Earth Engine with 30 m 
resolution. Raster-format classified images were converted to vector shapefiles and clipped to match the study 
area’s boundaries (Fig. 1b). To conduct the connectivity analysis, an 8 km buffer zone was applied around the 
state boundaries. This buffer size was chosen because it encompasses the maximum distance a fragment within 
the study area extends beyond the state’s geopolitical limits. By incorporating this buffer, we ensured that the 
analysis accurately represents landscape connectivity without introducing artificial fragmentation. It effectively 
captures the ecological interactions and movements of species that span state borders, ensuring that the buffer 
captures the full extent of the connectivity in this region.

Step 2. Landscape ecology analysis
A shapefile of forest fragments was extracted from the land use and cover map by selecting the corresponding 
polygons (Fig. 1c). The fragments were categorized by size into three classes: (a) small (< 10 ha), (b) medium 
(10–50 ha), and (c) large (> 50 ha), as adapted from previous research50. Landscape analysis was performed 
using Patch Analyst extension in ArcGIS 10.551 based on raster files of the forest fragments. The selected 
landscape ecology metrics quantify and describe fundamental physical and spatial characteristics for the analysis 
of landscape structure and composition (Table 3) and were assessed for each size class to compare conservation 
levels relative to fragment size. For the Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI) and Probability of Connectivity (PC) 
metrics, a classification into five categories was applied: Very Low1 to Very High5. The classification utilized the 
Natural Jenk Break method52. This method optimally arranges diverse values into different classes by minimizing 
deviation within classes and maximizing standard deviation among them. It is commonly used for geospatial 
data clustering53.

Class area (CA) was computed for each size class, representing the total area of fragments in that category. 
Total edge (TE) was determined as the sum of all fragment edges, and edge density (ED) was calculated as TE 
divided by the total landscape area. The number of patches (NP) indicate the count of fragments for each land 
use and cover type, reflecting landscape fragmentation. Mean patch area (AREA MN) represented the average 
fragment size, while total core area (TCA) was the sum of core areas within fragments. Core areas were defined 
as regions at least 50 m from fragment edges since this is the distance in which the vegetation dynamics and 
structure are more affected by edge effects in the PEC57,58. The total core area Index (TCAI) summed core areas 
and divided by the total landscape area, while core area density (CAD) was calculated by summing disjunct core 
areas within each fragment of the corresponding patch type and dividing by the total landscape area.

EVI was developed to enhance the sensitivity to structural variations in the canopy, particularly in areas 
with dense vegetation, by reducing atmospheric and soil influences55. We utilized 16-day composite data (from 
25/11/2019 to 10/12/2019) from the Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS) sensor aboard 
the TERRA satellite, which has a spatial resolution of 250 m (https://terra.nasa.gov/data/modis-data). For our 
analysis, we employed four spectral bands from Landsat-8, namely, blue (459–479 nm), red (620–670 nm), near-
infrared (841–876 nm), and short-wave infrared (2105–2155 nm).

The connectivity metric used was Probability of Connectivity (PC), quantifying the likelihood of two 
dispersers placed randomly within the landscape falling into interconnected habitat areas based on habitat 
patches and their connections, and representing functional connectivity56. This metric employed the delta 
mode, which calculates connectivity by temporarily removing a local graphic element (such as a node or link 
representing forest fragments or ecological corridors, respectively). The value is determined both before and 
after removing the graphic element, resulting in an index59. PC is considered a valuable metric for objective 
landscape conservation planning and land-use change analysis56. It ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values 
indicating improved connectivity and assigns a value to each fragment based on its contribution to overall 
regional connectivity56. It can be calculated at different scales, reflecting the maximum displacement distance of 

Metric Acronym (unit) Group

Class Area CA (ha) Area, density and Edge

Total Edge TE (ha)

Edge Density ED (m.ha− 1)

Number of Patches NP (Dimensionless)

Mean Patch Area AREA MN (ha)

Total Core Area TCA (ha) Core Area

Total Core Area Index TCAI (Percentage)

Core Area Density CAD (ha)

Enhanced Vegetation Index EVI (Dimensionless) Vegetation Health

Probability of Connectivity PC (Dimensionless) Functional Connectivity

Table 3. Landscape ecology metrics used to quantify the landscape structure in the study area. Sources: 54for 
general landscape metrics, 55for the enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI), and 56for the probability of Connectivity 
index (PC).
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the studied organisms. In this study, we used a spatial scale of 300 m based on the average maximum displacement 
distances of small terrestrial mammal species in the Pernambuco Endemism Center (see Table 13.1 in Feijó 
et al. 2023; Table S5). This scale is appropriate because multiple studies have shown that small mammals in 
the Atlantic Forest generally do not move more than 300 m, exhibiting limited movement ranges60–62. A focus 
on small terrestrial mammals, which exhibit comparable ecological characteristics such as movement patterns, 
habitat use, and energy requirements, facilitates a more uniform analysis. This approach serves to minimize 
the potential for ecological variability to arise from the inclusion of species with differing traits, such as large 
herbivores or arboreal mammals. By focusing on this group, we can reduce the potential for bias associated 
with the lack of species-specific data. This guarantees that our findings more accurately reflect the needs and 
behavior of species with comparable ecological requirements. The matrix’s influence on species movement was 
disregarded, considering only displacement capacity. The analysis defined forest fragments as habitat and other 
landscape elements as non-habitat, assuming a homogeneous landscape with equal probabilities of movement 
between habitat elements (p = 0.05). PC calculations were performed using Graphab 2.6 software, specialized in 
modeling ecological networks63.

Priority fragments for conservation
Step 1. Database
The employed spatial database consisted of: (a) forest fragments; (b) Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI); and (c) 
Probability of Connectivity (PC).

Step 2. Spatial data procedures
After characterizing the study area using landscape metrics, Probability of Connectivity (PC), and Enhanced 
Vegetation Index (EVI), a Weighted Sum model was applied. To focus on larger, more ecologically significant 
forest fragments, a final filter was used to exclude fragments smaller than 50 ha, as smaller fragments tend to 
support lower functional biodiversity38,64. This entire process was conducted within the ArcGIS 10.5 software.

The Weighted Sum model, a multi-criteria analysis, was employed in conjunction with the Fuzzy Logic model 
based on expert knowledge and discussions65. Fragment relevance classes were created by categorizing fragments 
into five groups: Very Low1 to Very High5 relevance. The Natural Jenks Break classification method was used 
due to the non-normal and non-uniform nature of the data. Fuzzy logic was applied to attributes represented as 
linear functions [y = f(x)], with values ranging from zero to one to standardize them66. The Weighted Sum model 
was then used to combine EVI with functional connectivity. Both EVI and functional connectivity were assigned 
equal weights of 0.50 in the Weighted Sum model. This decision was based on the premise that both variables 
are equally important in determining priority fragments, as both enhance conservation efforts and together can 
better prioritize areas that have the greatest potential to support species and ecosystem services over the long 
term67,68.

Ultimately, fragments deemed important for conservation were identified by considering the last two 
relevance classes: High4 and Very High5.

Ecological corridors (ECs)
Step 1. Database
The spatial database used comprised of: (a) predefined forest fragments (priority fragments for conservation, 
as above); (b) origin polygon; (c) destination polygon; (d) Permanent Preservation Areas (PPAs) and Legal 
Reserves (LRs), where restoration is mandatory; (e) land use and cover; and (f) paved roads. The predefined 
forest fragments file was used in the analysis to function as origin and destination polygons, for each EC analyzed.

The “forest fragments predefined”, PPAs, LRs, “land use and cover” and “paved roads” files for the study area 
(in vector format), were converted to raster format (function Polygon to raster). PPAs and LRs were obtained 
from the Rural Environmental Register (Cadastro Ambiental Rural - CAR) through its electronic system  (   h t t 
p s : / / w w w . c a r . g o v . b r / # /     ) created through Brazilian Law nº 7.830/2012. Paved roads data was obtained through 
the Environmental Institute (Instituto do Meio Ambiente) of the state of Alagoas (https://www.ima.al.gov.br/).

Step 2. Least-cost path analysis
In order to ascertain optimal strategies for implementing ECs, two analytical approaches based on LCP 
methodologies were employed to identify the least costly path between two forest fragments. Both analyses were 
conducted in ArcGIS 10.5 software using distinct tools, Spatial Analyst and Linkage Mapper. The first approach 
is more generic and broadly applicable for LCP analysis, while the second is specifically designed to optimize 
ecological connectivity, taking into account detailed aspects of landscape ecology and species movement needs69.

Here, selected factors that may influence the passage of EC in the landscape have been selected as paved 
roads, land use and land cover and PPAs and RLs. The cost of each cell is represented by weights, based on some 
factor, or combination of factors, that affect the passage of EC through the area. The definition of weights was 
adapted from Louzada and collaborators70 and used equally for both tools, assigned on a scale of 1 to 9 according 
to the different classes of each factor (Table S4). Weights reflect the ecological importance and management 
feasibility of landscape elements for maintaining connectivity. Lower weights indicate higher connectivity 
priority, as in the case of Permanent Preservation Areas and Legal Reserves, which facilitate ecological corridors 
at lower implementation costs. Higher weights indicate significant barriers, such as paved roads that disrupt 
animal movement. A detailed rationale for these weights is provided in Table S4.

In the Spatial Analyst tool, from the normalized comparison matrices, we calculated the final statistical 
weights for the total cost matrix generated by Weighted Overlay tool, adding the weights of each layer sum 
equal to 100% (Table S4). From the total cost matrix image, the Cost Distance and Cost Direction images were 
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generated (Backlink) and formed the basis for constructing the least cost path. We used the best single path (Best 
Single) it performed from fragment to the nearest fragment, successively.

Using the Linkage Mapper tool, an integrated resistance surface was generated employing identical weighting 
methods for all resistance factors (layers). Following the determination of the resistance surface and effective 
range, the Linkage Mapper toolbox software was utilized to delineate the LCPs. In Linkage Mapper 2.0, a GIS 
toolkit developed by McRae and Shah71, the Linkage Pathway tool utilizes the Minimum Cumulative Resistance 
model, weighted by Euclidean distance, to identify LCPs10. Initially, centroids of forest fragments were extracted 
and designated as nodes. Subsequently, these nodes along with the resistance surface were inputted into the 
Linkage Pathway tool. This tool computed a cost-weighted distance surface by evaluating the cost-weighted 
distance (CWD) weighted by Euclidean distance for each cell from neighboring nodes. This facilitated the 
determination of the minimum cost-weighted distance between nodes and consequently enabled calculation of 
LCPs connecting the nodes, representing potential corridors.

The LCP correspond to areas with a higher probability of movement. While LCP analysis assumes that 
individuals possess perfect knowledge of the landscape, allowing them to follow an optimal path, its biological 
realism can be questioned. Nonetheless, this method is valuable when there is limited input data available72 and 
is easily accessible to landscape planners. In each path generated for the ECs, a buffer with a width of 100 m 
was created. This width was defined to be functional for most of the biodiversity present in the region and was 
based on studies of the implementation of corridors considering groups of species and sensitivity of the species 
to habitat disturbances that evidence the 100 m supporting the movement of small amphibians and mammals, 
birds, including some sensitive species, and middle mammals73–75. Furthermore, this width is already used by 
landowners who implemented corridors in the region of PEC.

Step 3. Land use conflicts in the ecological corridors
Using the results of the Spatial Analyst tool, an analysis of land use conflicts was carried out within each EC 
based on the spatial overlap analysis. The results were vectorized and each path was analyzed individually 
as to its length and intersection with the information on land use and land cover. Since the urban class was 
practically insignificant in the ECs, we chose to focus the analysis of land use conflicts in relation to PPAs and 
RLs, considering land use conflicts in PPAs and LRs, mostly are due to improper use of the land, evidencing 
non-compliance with current environmental legislation (Forest Code - Brazilian Law nº 12.651/2012). In the 
analysis, the percentage of occurrence of each class identified was evaluated using the land use and land cover 
map, including the PPAs and LRs layers.

Forest restoration
The forest restoration proposal aims to enhance connectivity among priority forest fragments identified in this 
study by restoring ecological corridors (ECs) identified here (Fig. 2b). The restoration area corresponds to the 
length of each EC multiplied by a fixed width of 100 m.

To estimate the restoration costs in this scenario, we considered both land opportunity costs and 
implementation costs. Land opportunity costs were calculated based on the annual accumulated rental prices 
for sugarcane and cattle ranching, which are the dominant land uses in the region. We considered a 10-year 
time-frame, which is a reasonable period for establishing restored forests76. Sugarcane values were based on 
production income per hectare while livestock income was estimated as pasture rent per adjusted head per 
hectare. The annual rental price for sugarcane standard was estimated an average at US$321.38/hectare/year 
(US$246.57 to US$404.62) and for pasture at US$99.94/hectare/year (US$85.64 to US$111.34), based on data 
from local producers in Alagoas through interviews, and later the data were confirmed through websites widely 
used for this type of consultation in agribusiness in Brazil (August 2021 to August 2022 reference − 77,78). For 
the ‘Mosaic of Agriculture and Pasture’ land use and land cover we used the average of both values mentioned 
above, that is, US$210.66/hectare/year (US$166.10 to US$257.98). Land rental costs have not been adjusted for 
inflation. For the implementation costs, we considered the costs for establishing and maintaining restoration 
plantations (i.e., mixed plantations of native trees that are weeded up to three years after planting), as the low 
resilience of the study sites would not allow the use of passive restoration. We considered the cost of planting 
trees to be US$2.760/hectare, based on a mean of values estimated for environmental favorable and unfavorable 
conditions in the Atlantic Forest of Brazil79. We calculate the cumulative opportunity cost of land by multiplying 
the aforementioned average annual costs by the age of the restored forests. Total restoration cost was calculated 
by summing implementation and land opportunity costs multiplied by the area of the ECs (e.g., total cost for 
10-year-old restoration plantation in sugarcane = US$2.760.ha− 1 + US$321.38.ha− 1.year− 1 × 10 years × EC area).

Data availability
The datasets generated and/or analyzed during the current study are available from the corresponding author 
on reasonable request.

Received: 18 June 2024; Accepted: 26 November 2024

References
 1. Cardinale, B. J. et al. Effects of biodiversity on the functioning of trophic groups and ecosystems. Nature 443, 989–992.  h t t p s : / / d o i 

. o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 3 8 / n a t u r e 0 5 2 0 2     (2006).
 2. Frankham, R., Briscoe, D. A. & Ballou, J. D. Introduction to Conservation Genetics (Cambridge University Press, 2002).
 3. Laurance, W. F. & Bierregaard, R. O. (eds) Tropical Forest Remnants: Ecology, Management, and Conservation of Fragmented 

Communities (University of Chicago Press, 1997).

Scientific Reports |        (2024) 14:30837 10| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-81483-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature05202
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature05202
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


 4. Lopes, A. V., Girão, L. C., Santos, B. A., Peres, C. A. & Tabarelli, M. Long-term erosion of tree reproductive trait diversity in edge-
dominated Atlantic Forest fragments. Biol. Conserv. 142, 1154–1165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.01.007 (2009).

 5. Beier, P. & Noss, R. F. Do habitat corridors provide connectivity? Conserv. Biol. 12, 1241–1252.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 1 1 1 / j . 1 5 2 3 - 1 7 3 
9 . 1 9 9 8 . 9 8 0 3 6 . x     (1998).

 6. Hilty, J. et al. Guidelines for conserving connectivity through ecological networks and corridors. Best Practice Protected Area 
Guidelines Series No. 30, IUCN, Gland, Switzerland (2020).

 7. Banks-Leite, C., Ewers, R. M., Kapos, V., Martensen, A. C. & Metzger, J. P. Comparing species and measures of landscape structure 
as indicators of conservation importance. J. Appl. Ecol. 48, 706–714. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.01966.x (2011).

 8. Jacquemyn, H., Butaye, J. & Hermy, M. Influence of environmental and spatial variables on regional distribution of forest plant 
species in a fragmented and changing landscape. Ecography 26, 768–776. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0906-7590.2003.03620.x (2003).

 9. UNEP. UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration: United Nations Environment Programme. UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 
2021–2030. Retrieved from (2021). https://www. unep.org/unc leared/uncle ared-un-dec ade-ecosystem-restoration-2021-2030

 10. Adriaensen, F. et al. The application of least-cost modelling as a functional landscape model. Landsc. Urban Plan. 64, 233–247. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00242-6 (2003).

 11. Aronson, J. & Alexander, S. Ecosystem restoration is now a global priority: time to roll up our sleeves. Restor. Ecol. 21, 293–296. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12011 (2013).

 12. MMA. Ministry of the Environment of Brazil. Corredores Ecológicos. Retrieved January 8, from (2022).  h t t p s :  / / a n t i  g o . m m a  . g o v .  b 
r / a r e a s - p r o t e g i d a s / i n s t r u m e n t o s - d e - g e s t a o / c o r r e d o r e s - e c o l o g i c o s . h t m l       

 13. Haddad, N. M. et al. Habitat fragmentation and its lasting impact on Earth’s ecosystems. Sci. Adv. 1, e1500052.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 
1 1 2 6 / s c i a d v . 1 5 0 0 0 5 2     (2015).

 14. Feijó, A., Beltrão, M., Costa-Pinto, A. L., Rocha, P. A., Freitas, M. A., Campos, B. A. T. P., Astúa, D., & Cordeiro-Estrela, P. Mammals 
of the Pernambuco Endemism Center: Diversity, Biogeography, Research Gaps, and Conservation Concerns. In: Pereira Filho, 
G.A., França, F.G.R., Alves, R.R.N., Vasconcellos, A. (eds) Animal Biodiversity and Conservation in Brazil’s Northern Atlantic 
Forest. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-21287-1_13 (2023).

 15. França, F.G.R., Vasconcellos, A., Nóbrega Alves, R.R. & Filho, G.A.P. An Introduction to the Knowledge of Animal Diversity and 
Conservation in the Most Threatened Forests of Brazil. In: Pereira Filho, G.A., França, F.G.R. & Alves, R.R.N., Vasconcellos, A. 
(eds) Animal Biodiversity and Conservation in Brazil’s Northern Atlantic Forest. Springer, Cham.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 0 7 / 9 7 8 - 3 - 0 
3 1 - 2 1 2 8 7 - 1 _ 1 (2023).

 16. Liu, H. Q. & Huete, A. R. A feedback-based modification of the NDVI to minimize canopy background and atmospheric noise. 
IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens. 33, 457–465. https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.1995.8746027 (1995).

 17. Ribeiro, M. C., Metzger, J. P., Martensen, A. C., Ponzoni, F. J. & Hirota, M. M. The Brazilian Atlantic Forest: how much is left, and 
how is the remaining forest distributed? Implications for conservation. Biol. Conserv. 142, 1141–1153.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 1 6 / j . b i 
o c o n . 2 0 0 9 . 0 2 . 0 2 1     (2009).

 18. Metzger, J. P. Relationships between landscape structure and tree species diversity in tropical forests of Southeast Brazil. Landsc. 
Urban Plan. 37, 29–35. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(96)00367-2 (1997).

 19. Ripperger, S. P., Tschapka, M., Kalko, E. K. V., Rodríguez-Herrera, B. & Mayer, F. Resisting habitat fragmentation: high genetic 
connectivity among populations of the frugivorous bat Carollia castanea in an agricultural landscape. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 185, 
9–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2013.12.006 (2014).

 20. Santos, J. S. et al. Delimitation of ecological corridors in the Brazilian Atlantic Forest. Ecol. Indic. 88, 414–424.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 
0 1 6 / j . e c o l i n d . 2 0 1 8 . 0 1 . 0 1 1     (2018).

 21. Engelhard, S. L. et al. Prioritising seascape connectivity in conservation using network analysis. J. Appl. Ecol. 54, 1130–1141. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12824 (2017).

 22. de la Sancha, N. U., Boyle, S. A. & McIntyre, N. E. Identifying structural connectivity priorities in eastern Paraguay’s fragmented 
Atlantic Forest. Sci. Rep. 11, 16129. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-95516-3 (2021).

 23. Forero-Medina, G. & Vieira, M. V. Conectividade funcional e a importância da interação organismo-paisagem. Oecol. Brasiliensis. 
11, 493–502 (2007).

 24. Van Langevelde, F. Modelling the negative effects of landscape fragmentation on habitat selection. Ecol. Inf. 30, 271–276.  h t t p s : / / d 
o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 1 6 / j . e c o i n f . 2 0 1 5 . 0 8 . 0 0 8     (2015).

 25. Beltrão, M. G. Mamíferos terrestres em remanescentes de Mata Atlântica da Paraíba: ilhados num mar de cana-de-açúcar? PhD 
Thesis, Universidade Federal da Paraíba (2019).

 26. Leite, M. S., Tambosi, L. R., Romitelli, I. & Metzger, J. P. Landscape ecology perspective in restoration projects for biodiversity 
conservation: a review. Nat. Conserv. 11, 108–118. https://doi.org/10.4322/natcon.2013.019 (2013).

 27. Bell, S. S., Fonseca, M. S. & Motten, L. B. Linking restoration and landscape ecology. Restor. Ecol. 5, 318–323.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 
4 6 / j . 1 5 2 6 - 1 0 0 X . 1 9 9 7 . 0 0 5 4 5 . x     (1997).

 28. Moilanen, A., Smith, A. T. & Hanski, I. Long-term dynamics in a metapopulation of the American pika. Am. Nat. 152, e286188. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/286188 (1998).

 29. Fahrig, L. et al. Is habitat fragmentation bad for biodiversity? Biol. Conserv. 230, 179–186.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 1 6 / j . b i o c o n . 2 0 1 8 . 1 
2 . 0 2 6     (2019).

 30. Pardini, R., de Souza, S. M., Braga-Neto, R. & Metzger, J. P. The role of forest structure, fragment size and corridors in maintaining 
small mammal abundance and diversity in an Atlantic Forest landscape. Biol. Conserv. 124, 253–266.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 1 6 / j . b i o 
c o n . 2 0 0 5 . 0 1 . 0 3 3     (2005).

 31. Martensen, A. C., Pimentel, R. G. & Metzger, J. P. Relative effects of fragment size and connectivity on bird community in the 
Atlantic Rain Forest: implications for conservation. Biol. Conserv. 141, 2184–2192 (2008).

 32. Almeida-Gomes, M. & Rocha, C. F. D. Diversity and distribution of lizards in fragmented Atlantic Forest landscape in southeastern 
Brazil. J. Herpetol. 48, 423–429. https://doi.org/10.1670/12-187 (2014).

 33. Jalkanen, J., Toivonen, T. & Moilanen, A. Identification of ecological networks for land-use planning with spatial conservation 
prioritization. Landsc. Ecol. 35, 353–371. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-019-00950-4 (2020).

 34. Long, J. Estimating wildlife utilization distributions using randomized shortest paths. Landsc. Ecol. 34, 2509–2521.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g 
/ 1 0 . 1 0 0 7 / s 1 0 9 8 0 - 0 1 9 - 0 0 8 8 3 - y     (2019).

 35. Zacarias, D. & Loyola, R. How ecotourism affects human communities. In Ecotourism’s Promise and Peril (eds Blumstein, D., 
Geffroy, B., Samia, D. & Bessa, E.) (Springer, Cham, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58331-0_9 (2017).

 36. Balbi, M. et al. Ecological relevance of least cost path analysis: an easy implementation method for landscape urban planning. J. 
Environ. Manage. 244, 61–68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.04.124 (2019).

 37. Brancalion, P. H. S. et al. What makes ecosystem restoration expensive? A systematic cost assessment of projects in Brazil. Biol. 
Conserv. 240, 108274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108274 (2019).

 38. Oliveira, R. E., Engel, V. L., Loiola, P. P., de Moraes, L. F. D. & Vismara, E. S. Top 10 indicators for evaluating restoration trajectories 
in the Brazilian Atlantic Forest. Ecol. Indic. 127, 107652. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.107652 (2021).

 39. Brito, D. & Fonseca, G. Evaluation of minimum viable population size and conservation status of the long-furred woolly mouse 
opossum Micoureus paraguayanus: an endemic marsupial of the Atlantic Forest. Biodivers. Conserv. 15, 1713–1728.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r 
g / 1 0 . 1 0 0 7 / s 1 0 5 3 1 - 0 0 4 - 5 0 1 9 - 8     (2006).

 40. Brown, J. H. & Kodric-Brown, A. Turnover rates in insular biogeography: effect of immigration on extinction. Ecology 58, 445–449. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1935620 (1977).

Scientific Reports |        (2024) 14:30837 11| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-81483-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.1998.98036.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.1998.98036.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.01966.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0906-7590.2003.03620.x
https://www.unep.org/uncleared/uncleared-un-decade-ecosystem-restoration-2021-2030
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00242-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12011
https://antigo.mma.gov.br/areas-protegidas/instrumentos-de-gestao/corredores-ecologicos.html
https://antigo.mma.gov.br/areas-protegidas/instrumentos-de-gestao/corredores-ecologicos.html
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500052
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500052
https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.1995.8746027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(96)00367-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2013.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12824
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-95516-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoinf.2015.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoinf.2015.08.008
https://doi.org/10.4322/natcon.2013.019
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1526-100X.1997.00545.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1526-100X.1997.00545.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/286188
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.12.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.12.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1670/12-187
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-019-00950-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-019-00883-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-019-00883-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58331-0_9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.04.124
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108274
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.107652
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-5019-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-5019-8
https://doi.org/10.2307/1935620
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


 41. Silva, D. S., Ribeiro, M. V. & Soares, F. H. Medium and large-sized mammals of a private protected wetland in the Cerrado-Amazon 
biological corridor, Brazil. Braz J. Biol. 83, e243666. https://doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.243666 (2023).

 42. Usina Coruripe. Feb. Retrieved February 9, from (2023).  h t t p s :  / / w w w .  u s i n a c  o r u r i  p e . c o m  . b r / n o  t i c i a s  / u s i n  a - c o r u r i p e - r e g i s t r a - l u c r 
o - l i q u i d o - r e c o r d e - d e - r - 4 1 7 - m i l h o e s - n a - s a f r a - 2 0 2 1 2 0 2 2     (2023).

 43. Instituto do Meio Ambiente do Estado de Alagoas. Portal da Transparência, Controladoria Geral da União. Retrieved February 9. 
from (2023). https://tran sparencia.al .gov.br/orca mento/dotac oes-orcamentarias/#?1=1 (2023).

 44. Secretaria de Estado do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Hídricos de Alagoas. Portal da Transparência, Controladoria Geral da 
União. Feb. Retrieved February 9, from (2023). https://tran sparencia.al .gov.br/orca mento/dotac oes-orcamentarias/#?1=1 (2023).

 45. Ministério do Meio Ambiente do Brasil. Portal da Transparência, Controladoria Geral da União. Feb. Retrieved February 9, from 
(2023). https://port aldatranspar encia.gov.br /orgaos-sup eriores/44000-ministerio-do-meio-ambiente (2023).

 46. Beier, P., Majka, D. R. & Spencer, W. D. Forks in the road: choices in procedures for designing wildland linkages. Biol. Conserv. 142, 
1–10 (2009).

 47. Galpern, P., Manseau, M. & Fall, A. Patch-based graphs of landscape connectivity: a guide to construction, analysis and application 
for conservation. Biol. Conserv. 144, 44–55 (2011).

 48. Laurance, W. F. Conserving the hottest of the hotspots. Biol. Conserv. 142, 113 (2009).
 49. Alvares, C. A., Stape, J. L., Sentelhas, P. C., Gonçalves, J. L. M. & Sparovek, G. Köppen’s climate classification map for Brazil. 

Meteorol. Z. 22, 711–728. https://doi.org/10.1127/0941-2948/2013/0507 (2013).
 50. Mendes, L. J., Milagre, J. C., Morais Júnior, V. T. M., & Coswosk, G. G. Forest cover analysis of a highly fragmented basin in 

northern Espírito Santo State, Brazil. Scientia Forestalis. 50, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.18671/scifor.v50.3 (2022). 
 51. Rempel, R. S., Kaukinen, D. & Carr, A. P. Patch Analyst and Patch Grid (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2012).
 52. Jenks, G. F. The data model concept in statistical mapping. Int. Yearb Cartogr. 7, 186–190 (1967).
 53. Hysa, A. & Turer Baskaya, F. A GIS-based method for indexing the broad-leaved forest surfaces by their wildfire ignition probability 

and wildfire spreading capacity. Model. Earth Syst. Environ. 5, 71–84. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40808-018-0519-9 (2019).
 54. McGarigal, K. & Marks, B. J. Fragstats: Spatial Pattern Analysis Program for Quantifying Landscape Structure (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station). http://dx.doi.org/10.2737/PNW-GTR-351 (1995)
 55. Huete, A. et al. Overview of the radiometric and biophysical performance of the MODIS vegetation indices. Remote Sens. Environ. 

83, 195–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0034-4257(02)00096-2 (2002).
 56. Saura, S. & Pascual-Hortal, L. A new habitat availability index to integrate connectivity in landscape conservation planning: 

comparison with existing indices and application to a case study. Landsc. Urban Plan. 83, 91–103.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 1 6 / j . l a n d u 
r b p l a n . 2 0 0 7 . 0 3 . 0 0 5     (2007).

 57. Silva, M. A. M. et al. N. Edge effects on the structure and dynamics of an Atlantic Forest fragment in northeastern Brazil. Braz J. 
Agric. Sci. 10, 538–543 (2015).

 58. Dias, T. C., Silveira, L. F. & Francisco, M. R. Spatiotemporal dynamics reveals forest rejuvenation, fragmentation, and edge effects 
in an Atlantic Forest hotspot, the Pernambuco Endemism Center, northeastern Brazil. PLoS ONE. 18, e0291234 (2023).

 59. Urban, D. & Keitt, T. Landscape connectivity: a graph-theoretic perspective. Ecology 82, 1205–1218.  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 8 9 0 / 0 0 1 
2 - 9 6 5 8 ( 2 0 0 1     (2001). )082[1205:LCAGTP]2.0.CO;2.

 60. Pires, A. S., Lira, P. K., Fernandez, F. A. S., Schittini, G. M. & Oliveira, L. C. Frequency of movements of small mammals among 
Atlantic Coastal Forest fragments in Brazil. Biol. Conserv. 108, 229–237. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(02)00114-2 (2002).

 61. Mendel, S. M. & Vieira, M. V. Movement distances and density estimation of small mammals using the spool-and-line technique. 
Acta Theriol. 48, 289–300 (2003).

 62. Püttker, T., Meyer-Lucht, Y. & Sommer, S. Movement distances of five rodent and two marsupial species in forest fragments of the 
coastal Atlantic rainforest, Brazil. Ecotropica 12, 131–139 (2006).

 63. Foltête, J. C., Clauzel, C. & Vuidel, G. A software tool dedicated to the modelling of landscape networks. Environ. Model. Softw. 38, 
316–327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.07.002 (2012).

 64. Magioli, M., Ribeiro, M., Ferraz, K. & Rodrigues, M. Thresholds in the relationship between functional diversity and patch size for 
mammals in the Brazilian Atlantic Forest. Anim. Conserv. 18, 499–511. https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12201 (2015).

 65. Eastman, J. R. Decision support: decision strategy analysis. In Idrisi Andes Guide to GIS and Image Processing (Clark Labs, 
Worcester, 123–144. (2006).

 66. Cereda Junior, A. Análise de Fragilidade Ambiental com Métodos Multicritério - críticas e proposta metodológica. Dissertation, 
Federal University of São Carlos (2011).

 67. Longo, R. M. et al. Evaluating the environmental quality of forest remnants using landscape metrics. Sustainability 16, 1543. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16041543 (2024).

 68. Marshall, J. M. Biodiversity conservation in forest fragments. Forests 15, 1545. https://doi.org/10.3390/f15091545 (2024).
 69. Pineda-Zapata, S., González-Ávila, S., Armenteras, D., González-Delgado, T. M. & Morán-Ordoñez, A. Mapping the way: 

identifying priority potential corridors for protected areas connectivity in Colombia. Perspect. Ecol. Conserv. 22, 156–166.  h t t p s : / / 
d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 1 6 / j . p e c o n . 2 0 2 4 . 0 2 . 0 0 3     (2024).

 70. Louzada, F. L. R., dos Santos, A. R., da Oliveira, O. M., de Oliveira, G. G. & de Paulo, S. V. proposal of ecological corridors for 
interconnection of State Parks by using geotechnology, Espírito Santo (ES)-Brazil. Rev. Geogr. Venez. 53, 239–254 (2012).

 71. McRae, B. H. & Shah, V. B. Circuitscape User’s Guide (University of California, 2009).
 72. Fagan, W. F. & Calabrese, J. M. Quantifying connectivity: balancing metric performance with data requirements. In Connectivity 

Conservation (eds (eds Crooks, K. R. & Sanjayan, M.) 297–317 (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, (2006).
 73. Zhu, Q., Yu, K. & Li, D. The width of ecological corridor in landscape planning. Acta Ecol. Sin. 25, 2406–2412 (2005).
 74. Bueno, J. A., Tsihrintzis, V. A. & Alvarez, L. South Florida greenways: a conceptual framework for the ecological reconnectivity of 

the region. Landsc. Urban Plan. 33, 247–266 (1995).
 75. Lees, A. C. & Peres, C. A. Conservation value of remnant riparian forest corridors of varying quality for amazonian birds and 

mammals. Conserv. Biol. 22, 439–449 (2008).
 76. Freitas, M. G. et al. M. evaluating the success of direct seeding for tropical forest restoration over ten years. Ecol. Manage. 438, 

224–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.01.022 (2019).
 77. Agrolink Cotações Boi gordo nacional. Retrieved October 2, from (2022).  h t t    p  s : / /  w w  w  . a g r  o l i n  k   . c  o m  . b r / c o t a c o e s / h i s t o r i c o / s c / b o 

i - g o r d o - 1 5 k g     (2022).
 78. Sindaçúcar - AL. Preço da Cana-de-açúcar, Alagoas. Retrieved October 2, from (2022).  h t t p s : / / w w w . s i n d a c u c a r - a l . c o m . b r / p r e c o s 

_ d e _ a t r / /     (2022).
 79. Benini, R. D. M., Lenti, F. E. B. & Tymus, J. R. C. & Da Silva, A. P. M. Custos De restauração Da vegetação Nativa no Brasil. In 

Economia Da Restauração Florestal (eds Benini, R. M. & Adeodato, S.) 20–37 (The Nature Conservancy, São Paulo, (2017).

Author contributions
All authors contributed to the study conception and design. Material preparation, data collection and analysis 
were performed by MGB and CFG. The first draft of the manuscript was written by MGB and all authors com-
mented on previous versions of the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Scientific Reports |        (2024) 14:30837 12| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-81483-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.243666
https://www.usinacoruripe.com.br/noticias/usina-coruripe-registra-lucro-liquido-recorde-de-r-417-milhoes-na-safra-20212022
https://www.usinacoruripe.com.br/noticias/usina-coruripe-registra-lucro-liquido-recorde-de-r-417-milhoes-na-safra-20212022
https://transparencia.al.gov.br/orcamento/dotacoes-orcamentarias/#?1=1
https://transparencia.al.gov.br/orcamento/dotacoes-orcamentarias/#?1=1
https://portaldatransparencia.gov.br/orgaos-superiores/44000-ministerio-do-meio-ambiente
https://doi.org/10.1127/0941-2948/2013/0507
https://doi.org/10.18671/scifor.v50.3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40808-018-0519-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0034-4257(02)00096-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2001
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(02)00114-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12201
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16041543
https://doi.org/10.3390/f15091545
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2024.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2024.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.01.022
https://www.agrolink.com.br/cotacoes/historico/sc/boi-gordo-15kg
https://www.agrolink.com.br/cotacoes/historico/sc/boi-gordo-15kg
https://www.sindacucar-al.com.br/precos_de_atr//
https://www.sindacucar-al.com.br/precos_de_atr//
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


Funding
This work was supported by São Paulo Research Foundation FAPESP (Grant #2017/23548-2). Author MGB 
has received research support from FAPESP (Grant #2020/26436-6 and #2022/13070–6). Author CFG has re-
ceived research support from Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal de Nivel Superior CAPES (Grant 
#88887.498109/2020-00). PMGJ and MG have received research support from Conselho Nacional de Desen-
volvimento Científico e Tecnológico CNPq (Grant #303524/2019-7) and (Grant #306928/2021-3), respectively. 

Declarations

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 
0 . 1 0 3 8 / s 4 1 5 9 8 - 0 2 4 - 8 1 4 8 3 - y     .  

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to M.G.B.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which 
permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give 
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and 
indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s 
Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included 
in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or 
exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy 
of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024 

Scientific Reports |        (2024) 14:30837 13| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-81483-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-81483-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-81483-y
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports

	Priority areas and implementation of ecological corridor through forest restoration to safeguard biodiversity
	Results
	Landscape ecology analysis

	Proposals for conserving priority forest fragments
	Proposals for ecological corridors and forest restoration
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Methods
	Study area




