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Supplementary Table 1. Ecosystem services prioritized by local stakeholders in Aculeo lake basin. Ocampo-Melgar et al. (2024) conducted a mixed qualitative–quantitative questionnaire survey between June and August 2021, involving 24 participants representing local government, public schools, irrigation farmers, grazing organizations, export-oriented agriculture, tourism operators, rural residents, the Altos de Cantillana Reserve, neighborhood associations, cultural groups, and environmental education organizations. In this process, stakeholders ranked a set of 29 ecosystem services according to their perceived importance and vulnerability to climate change and anthropogenic pressures. The complete list of ecosystem services is presented in Supplementary Table 1, while the corresponding importance and vulnerability scores are shown in Supplementary Figure 1, where lower values indicate low importance and low vulnerability, and higher values indicate high importance and high vulnerability. As reported by Ocampo-Melgar et al. (2024), these values were obtained by summing the importance and vulnerability scores assigned by all interviewees, each evaluated on a scale from 1 to 5.

	Code
	Ecosystem service

	S 1
	Biodiversity

	S 2
	Water provision

	S 3
	Water quality

	S 4
	Forage production

	S 5
	Wood production

	S 6
	Leaf land production

	S 7
	Food production

	S 8
	Medicine production

	S 9
	Fiber production

	S 10
	Clean Air

	S 11
	Recreational hunting

	S 12
	Subsistence hunting

	S 13
	Temperature regulation

	S 14
	Flood regulation

	S 15
	Educational value

	S 16
	Local recreation

	S 17
	Lanscape, beauty

	S 18
	Cultural value

	S 19
	Scientific tourism

	S 20
	Identity

	S 21 
	Spiritual experiences

	S 22
	Scientific research

	S 23
	Ecotourism/rural tourism

	S 24
	Forest bath

	S 25
	Symbolic value for medicinal herbs

	S 26
	Stones

	S 27
	Astronomical interest

	S 28
	Environmental risk control

	S 29
	Comprehensive health
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Supplementary Fig. 1. Importance and vulnerability of ecosystem services of native forest prioritized by local stakeholders in Aculeo lake basin

Supplementary Table 2 Indices of diversity for each forest community, at the tree and regeneration level. Source: Gibson-Carpintero et al. (2024)
	Index/feature
	Hygrophilous community
	Xerophytic community
	Sclerophyllous community
	Deciduous community

	Surface (ha)
	1977.2
	2157.8
	5218.0
	1011.3

	Tree

	GiniSimpson (Gini)
	0.76
	0.66
	0.22
	0

	GiniSimpson (Gini)- Surface weighted
	0.39

	GiniSimpson (Gini)- %
	37%
	35%
	28%
	0%

	Simpson (S)
	4.28
	2.94
	1.28
	1

	Simpson (S) - Surface weighted
	2.17

	Simpson (S) - %
	38%
	28%
	30%
	4%

	Shannon (H)
	1.64
	1.32
	0.4
	0

	Shannon (H) - Surface weighted
	0.79

	Shannon (H) - %
	40%
	35%
	26%
	0%

	Regeneration

	GiniSimpson (Gini)
	0.67
	0.64
	0.51
	0.1

	GiniSimpson (Gini)- Surface weighted
	0.53

	GiniSimpson (Gini)- %
	24%
	25%
	49%
	2%

	Simpson (S)
	3.38
	2.78
	2.1
	1.11

	Simpson (S) - Surface weighted
	2.39

	Simpson (S) - %
	27%
	24%
	44%
	5%

	Shannon (H)
	1.31
	1.17
	0.87
	0.24

	Shannon (H) - Surface weighted
	0.95

	Shannon (H) - %
	26%
	26%
	46%
	2%



[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Supplementary Table 3. Calibrated parameters for the native forest communities in the Pintué 1 HRU, Aculeo lake basin
	[bookmark: _Hlk150511137]HRU
	Land cover
	SWC
	PFD
	RZC
	RRF
	Kc

	Pintue 1
	Deciduous forest
	800
	0.7
	20
	
	

	Pintué 1
	Sclerophyllous forest
	800
	0.7
	20
	
	

	Pintué 1
	Hygrophilous forest
	800
	0.7
	20
	
	

	Pintué 1
	Xerophytic forest
	800
	0.7
	20
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Temporal and spatial variability of precipitation in Pintué river, under Climate Change
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